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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 

In recent years It has often been observed that the 
proper task of the New Testament textual critic Is twofold. 
The first task Is the attempt to discover the original text 
of the New Testa -nent writings themselves. This Is the 
search for "the New Testament in the 'Original • Greek'' 
(even If the critics' results must be given the uncertainty 
of quotation marks). The second task Is to Interpret the 
variations of the text within the context of the history of 
the Church. This Includes, among other things, the 
discovery and evaluation of the theological Tendenz of 
textual variation. 

Although the quest for th2 original text has usually 
been acknowledged as the first task of textual criticism, 
the present possibility of the success of such a quest has 
had varying degrees of acceptance. Some, to be sure, have 
Intimated that for all practical purposes the ala of the 
quest has been achieved. Joachim Jeremias, for example, 
suggested, "One can say, without exaggeration, that this 

1 



2 
chapter In research is essentially concluded and that we 

today have attained the best possible Greek text of the New 

tti 2 

Testament. Manfred Karnetzki, on the other hand, has 

suggested the abandonment of this quest altogether: Rather 

than to view the variations as corruptions of a normative, 

sacred text which needs to be restored, the critic ought to 

study them as a reflection of living tradition. 3 Indeed, 

it was in observation of these two trends that Gunther 

Zuntz had previously bemoaned: 

After centuries of fruitful work in the field of 
textual criticism we seem to be faced with an impasse. 
Many students comfortably pin their faith on the 
achievements of previous generations; others — 



^ The Lord's Prayer (Philadelphia, 1964), p. 7. Prom 
the translation by John Reumann of Das Vater-Unser im 
Lichte der Neueren Forschung (Stuttgart, 1962). 

2w Textgeschichte als tfberlie fe rungs geschichte," ZNW, 
XLVII (1956), 170-180. 

3 Ibld ., p. 170. Cf . Kenneth V. Clark's 1965 presi- 
dential address before the Society of Biblical Literature 
("The Theological Relevance of Textual Variation in Current 
Criticism of the Greek New Testament," JBL, LXXXV [1966], 
1-16) where he reflects something of this point of view: 
"Such scribal freedom suggests that the gospel text wa3 
little more stable than an oral tradition, and that we may 
be pursuing the retreating mirage of the 'original text'" 

(P. 15). 

The present study presupposes the validity of the 
search for the original text and does not attempt a defense 
against such a position as this. If nothing else, the 
basic premise of Redaktion3geschichte should ensure the 
continuance of the quest. To determine the theological 
outlook of Luke or Mark, one must first try to determine 
what they actually wrote. 



outstanding scholars among them — decry the search after 
the original text as chimerical. Between them the two 
schools leave the critical work to stagnate. ** 

I. THE PROBLEM 

If "impasse" and "stagnation" are proper terras to 
describe the present status of the search for the original 
text, they are so as a reflection of a deep-seated prob- 
lem — the need for a proper methodology (including a textual 
theory). In 1947 Ernest C. Colwell concluded a critique 
of methodology by noting: "A new theory and method is 
needed. . . . Our dilemma seems to be that we know too much 

to believe the old; we do not yet know enough to create the 

it's 
new. ^ More than anything else, it is this need of a total 

theory and method which accounts for any impasse in current 

textual studies. 

Since the year l88l the textual theories for the 

reconstruction of the text of the New Testament have 

1 

basically been three: (l) the adoption of a substantially 



The Text of the Epi3tle3 (London, 1953), p. vii. 

-'Genealogical Method: Its Achievements and Its 
Limitations," JBL, LXVI (19^7), 133. 

^Beyond this general statement on the NT as a whole, 
at least two further theories have been advocated for the 
Lukan corpus due to the striking character of its Western 
text. Associated with the name of Friedrich Blass (and 
later accepted by many others) is a theory of two editions 
by Luke. See, e.g., The Philology of the Gospels (London, 
I098), pp. 96 ff. A theory of translation from Aramaic was 
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Neutral text,? a theory worked out In Its classical form by 

o 

B. P. Westcott and P. J. A. Hort by use of the genealogi- 
cal method; (2) the adoption of a substantially Western 
text, a theory which found its strongest advocate in Albert 

C. Clark,^ and which also had "genealogy" as a basic method; 
and (3) the adoption of an "eclectic" text, based on eclec- 
ticism as a methodology, in which ideally no texttype is 
the basis of our reconstruction, but every variant is 
considered on its own merits. ' 

While each of these theories has had its champions, 
there can be little question that the currently reigning 
theory is the "eclectic", a theory which seems to imply 
that the original text was scattered as pieces of a puzzle 
in various textual traditions, and that the task of the 
critic is to find the pieces and fit them together. But as 
a methodology, eclecticism has taken two basic forms. On 



propounded by Charles C. Torrey in "The Origin of the 
•Western 1 Text," Documents of the Primitive Church (New 
York, 19^1). PP. 112-146; but it was never received with 
much enthusiasm. 

•The terms Western, Neutral, and Byzantine will be 
used without quotation marks to refer to the three major 
text groups. It is to be understood that the terms always 
mean so-called". 
- o 

The New Testament in the Original Greek , [Vol. II] 
Introduction: Appendix , 2nd ed. (London, lb96). 

^ The Primitive Text of the Gospels and Acts (Oxford, 
1914). See also The Acts of the Apostles (OxfordT 1933). 
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the one hand, there is a thoroughgoing, or "rigorous," 
eclecticism, such as that advocated by George D. 
Kilpatrick, 10 in which "internal" considerations ideally 
are the sole criteria. This means preference for a variant 
which best accords with the author's style, irrespective of 
the date and nature of the external evidence which supports 
the reading. On the other hand, there is a less thorough- 
going, or "reasoned," eclecticism which seeks a balance 
between external and internal considerations. According to 
Leo Vaganay, this form of eclecticism means that there 
should be 

no shutting up of the different branches of the science 
into watertight compartments; verbal criticism, 
external and internal criticism, all have their parts 
to play, and they must give each other mutual support. 
Understood in this way the eclectic method seeks a 
middle way between the two main systems that at present 

fovern the editing of classical and mediaeval texts 
i.e., wholly external; wholly internal] . The most 



10 "Vestern Text and Original Text in the Gospels and 
Acts," JTS, XUV (1943), 2^-36; "Western Text and Original 
Text in~~tEe Epistles," JTS , XLV (1944), 6O-65. For a 
recent example of his method at work, see "An Eclectic 
Study of the Text of Acts," in Biblical and Patristic 
Studies , ed. J. N. Birdsall and R. W. Thomson { Freiburg, 

1963), Pp. 64-77. This method also finds expression in 
his various studies of lexical and grammatical usage of 
authors of the NT. See e.g., "Some Notes on Marcan Usage," 
BlbTrans, VTI (1956), 2-9, 51-56, 146; "Some Notes on 
Johannine Usage," BibTran3, XI (i960), 1-5; "Atticism and 
the Text of the Greek New Testament," Neutestamentliche 
AufsStze, ed. J. Binzler, et al. (Regensburg, 1903;, 
pp. 125-137. 



efficacious method in the field of New Testament 
criticism borrows from these two schools the best they 
have to offer. 11 

While less thoroughgoing eclecticism has been 
generally acknowledged as the contemporary method, it has 
been accepted with varying degrees of enthusiasm. On the 
one hand, R. V. 0. Tasker, In the "Introduction" to the 
Greek text of the New English Bible , notes: "The fluid 
state of textual criticism today makes the adoption ot the 
eclectic method not only desirable but all but inevita- 
ble. K. V. Clark, on the other hand, while acknow- 
ledging that the method is "openly embraced," accepts it 
reluctantly: "it is not a new method nor a permanent one; 
it does not supplant the more thorough procedure of 
Vestcott and Hort but only supplements it temporarily. The 
eclectic method cannot by itself create a text to displace 
Vestcott -Hort and its offspring. "^ 

Clark's hesitance, however, is the result of his 
conviction — shared by many — that "Westcott-Hort and Its 
offspring" must in fact be superseded. This conviction 



^ An Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the 
Hew Testament, trans. B. V. Killer (London, 1937). 

12 

The Creek New Testaaent (Oxford and Cambridge, 

1964), p. vii. 

^'"The Effect of Recent Textual Criticism upon New 
Testament Studies," The Background of the New Testament and 
Its Eschatology, ed. W. D. Eavies and D. Daube (Cambridge, 
1954), p. 37. 
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arises from two factors: 

1. Vestcott and Hort arrived at their text on the 
basis of the genealogical method; hut as a total method 
genealogy suffers from two basic limitations. In the first 
place, as Colwell put it, the "method can trace the tree 
down to the last two branches, but it can never unite these 

last two In the main trunk — it can never take the last 

14 
step." The second limitation springs from the apparent 

"almost universal presence of mixture in [the] manu- 
scripts." ^ Vestcott and Hort frankly acknowledged the 
first limitation: 

Where the two ultimate witnesses differ, the genealogi- 
cal sethod ceases to be applicable, and a comparison of 
the intrinsic general character of the two texts 
becomes the only resource. 10 

They also clearly recognized the second limitation, but 
tried to escape it with their analysis of "conflate 
readings." However, as Colwell pointed out, their exten- 
sion of the argument from the presence or absence of con- 
flate readings to the presence or absence of mixture in a 
text Is not wholly convincing. 

Vestcott and Hort therefore used genealogy for one 
basic reason: to be rid of the "Syrian" (Byzantine) 

^Genealogical Method," p. 113. 

1 5 Ibld ., p. 114. 

J- ^The New Testament in the Original Greek , II, 42. 



8 
texttype as a serious contender to represent the original 
NT text. Once they pushed back to what they concluded to 
be the "two ultimate witnesses, 11 they chose the Neutral 
over the Western on intrinsic grounds. 

Insofar as genealogy is a partial method and insofar 
as it has not adequately answered the problem of mixture, 
contemporary criticise has sought a new method. Eclec- 
ticism as a method could perhaps well fill this gap. The 
crucial problem, however, does not appear to arise from 
eclecticism or genealogy as a method, but from the basic 
question of textual theory, i.e., by what theory one 
accounts for the many variations in the existing MS5. 

2. When Vestcott and Hort chose the Neutral over 

the Western texttype, they did so on the basis of the 

following theory of the transmission of the text: 

Where then one of the documents is found habitually to 
contain these morally certain or at least strongly 
preferred readings, and the other habitually to contain 
their rejected rivals, we can have no doubt, first, 
that the text of the first has been transmitted in 
comparative purity, and that the text of the second has 
I suffered comparatively large corruption; and, next, 
] that the superiority of the first must be as great in 
the variations in which Internal Evidence of Readings 
has furnished no decisive criterion as In those which 
have enabled us to form a comparative appreciation of 
the two texts, (p. 32) 

Their Judgment that Codex Vaticanus (B) best represents the 

text which has been "transmitted in comparative purity, " 

is well-known: 

It will be evident . . . that B must be regarded as 
having preserved not only a very ancient text, but a 



very pure line of very ancient text, and that with 
comparatively small depravation either by scattered 
ancient corruptions otherwise attested or by indi- 
vidualisms of the scribe himself, (pp. 250-251) 

Hence their basic theory was that the Neutral texttype 

represented a relatively pure line of descent from the 

original, and that all other texttypes show varying degrees 

of "corruption" from this relatively pure line of descent. 

It was this appraisal of the "neutral" quality of their 

Neutral texttype which has been the most disturbing factor 

about Westcott and Hort's theory. 

In contrast to their Judgment of B, one of the 

"assured results" of contemporary textual criticism is 

that the Neutral texttype represents a scholarly recension 

created in Alexandria in the late third century. *7 

K. V. Clark goes so far as to suggest that this is "the 

18 
most Influential factor in recent criticism. 1 



■^'Such a recension associated with the name of 
Hesychius was apparently first advocated as early as 1808 
by J. L. Hug ( Einleitung in die Schriften des Neueh Testa - 
ments ); but it was the revival of the theory by Wllhelm 
Bousset ( Textkrltische Studien zum Neuen Testament 
[Leipzig, 1594], pp. 74-110) which led to its general 
acceptance in recent criticism. The theory of recension, 
although apart from HesychiU3, received great impetus in 
this century when it was openly endorsed by Sir Frederic G. 
Kenyon. See e.g., The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri , 
Fasciculus I , General Introduction (London, 1933), PP. 14 f £ 
and "Hesychius and the Text of the New Testament, Memorial 
Lagrange (Paris, 1940), pp. 245-250. What appeared to be 
the clinching argument for this position came from Zuntz's 
skillful reconstruction as to how the process probably 
came about in Alexandria ( The Text , pp. 271 ff.). 

l8 "The Effect of Recent Textual Criticism," p. 37. 
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It is this "most influential factor in recent 
criticism" which seems to be the crux of the contemporary 
problem; for the eclectic method, and its concomitant 
textual theory, presupposes the basic incorrectness of the 
Hortian textual theory. At the same time, however, the 
results of the eclectic method, as they are illustrated in 
subsequent critical texts, show very little significant 
deviation from the text of Westcott and Hort. 1 ^ 

The anomaly of the present situation perhaps finds 
its best expression in the critical text of J. M. Bover, 
who feels that the Western text attests a pre-recensional 
form of the second century text, 20 while his own text is 
decidedly Neutral. With this one may compare the candid 
admission of Kenyon: "Even if it is an edited text, it 
may be a well-edited text; and in the case of all ancient 
literature a well-edited text is the best that we can hope 
for." 1 As long as our "best" text is admittedly not a 
"true" witness to the original text, one can understand the 



^Cf. the discussion by Clark, ibid ., pp. 29-36. 
He concludes: "The result of our examination is again to 
confirm that Nestle 's critical text, described by Erwin 
Nestle himself as 'based on the investigation of the nine- 
teenth century*, as late as 1952 still rests heavily upon 
Westcott-Hort; that few changes have been made from 
Westcott-Hort; and that the trend of most recent revision 
has been a return toward Westcott-Hort" (p. 35). 

2 P Novi Testament! Biblia Graeca et Latina (Madrid, 
19^3), PP. xxviii-xxix. 

21 The Text of the Greek Bible (London, 19^9), P. 210. 
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concern for a new method to supersede the old. It Is the 
"Hortlan face" resulting from a "non-Hortian" textual 

nethod and theory which has called for a new method, other 

22 
than eclecticism, to supersede the old. 

As It often happens, however, new discoveries fre- 
quently call for a re -evaluation of many of our "assured 

results." In the past decade two important new materials 

23 
(Papyrus Bodmer II and Papyrus Bodmer XIV-XV) have been 

placed at the disposal of the text critic. It is the con- 
viction of the present study that these MSS do in fact call 



22 

With this statement of the problem one might com- 
pare some words of Kurt Aland in "The Present Position of 
New Testament Textual Criticism," Studla Evangelica , ed. 
K. Aland, et al. (Berlin, 1959), pp. 721-722. "What does 
this finally amount to? Simply that even the modern edi- 
tions which claim to break new ground still in general 
present the text of Westcott-Hort, although this is now 75 
years old, although since then a mass of new and in part 
revolutionary discoveries have been made . . . and although 
the principles of New Testament textual criticism have been 
remarkably developed. The era of Westcott-Hort, 
Tischendorf and their contemporaries is not over: we are 
still within it, as far as the practical establishment of 
the New Testament text is concerned. . . . This situation 
is alarming." 

^Victor Martin, Papyrus Bodmer II, Evanglle de 
Jean, chap. 1-14 (Geneva, 195b); Victor Martin and J. W. B. 
Barns, Papyrus Bodmer II, Supplement, Evanglle de Jean , 
chap. 1^-21 , Nouvelle edition augmentee et corrig6e 
(Geneva, 1962)., Victor Martin and Rodolphe Kasser, Papyrus 
Bodmer XIV-XV , Evanglles de Luc et Jean , 2 vols. (Geneva, 
1961). General descriptions of the MSS are given in the 
introductions to the editions. Photographic facsimiles of 
P75 were included with the edition. For P66 the photo- 
graphic facsimilies did not appear until the corrected 
Supplement in 1962. 
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for some reassessments, especially of our textual methods 
and theories. 

Papyrus Bodmer II (P66) Is a codex containing most 
of the Gospel of John. One folio (containing 6:11-35) is 
missing, and there are many lacunae from 14:27 to the end. 
Papyrus Bodmer XIV -XV (P75) contains John 1:1-14:30 and 
Luke 3:19-18:18 and 22:4-24:53 with frequent lacunae. 

The general Importance of these two papyri is at 
least threefold: (l) They both date approximately 200 A.D., 
which makes them the earliest significant portions of the 
New Testament available. This means that they lie on the 
early side of the half-way mark between the original text 
and the great uncial codices of the fourth century, 
Vaticanus and Sinaiticus. (2) They both preserve a consid- 
erable portion of the same part of the Fourth Gospel, which 
makes possible direct comparative study. (3) P75 has, in 
addition, a considerable portion of Luke, which has a 
separate textual history from John. This means that its 
text may be analyzed with reference to these two histories. 

• II. STATEMENT OP PURPOSE 

The present dissertation seeks to evaluate the 
combined witness of P66 and P75 both as to the "revised" 
nature of the Neutral text and to the question of the 
original text of the New Testament. To accomplish this 
task, it proposes: (l) to offer a refinement of method 
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for Analyzing relationships between ancient MSS; (2) by 
means or this method, to offer a new evaluation of the 
textual and scribal characteristics of P66 and P75 and to 
suggest the significance of these MSS for methodology In 
the search for the "original" KT text; and (3) to point out 
that the methodology here advocated Is In fact the contem- 
porary method, and to give reasons for Its validity. 

HI. IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY 

Although the chief aim of this dissertation Is to 
demonstrate, by a comparative study, the significance of 
P66 and P75 for the problem of methodology, Its greater 
portion is devoted to the problems of the analysis of 
these two MSS. The need for such analyses may be briefly 
summarized. 

The Text of P66 . Because P66 was the first of the 
two papyri to be published, and probably also because of 
the intriguing nature of its text, many more significant 
studies have appeared analyzing its text than that of P75« 
The majority of these studies, however, appeared within the 
first two years of its publication, and in their details 
they all suffer the fault of having used the edltlo prin - 
ceps , without recourse to the manuscript itself or the 
photographic facsimiles. The problem here is twofold: 
(l) Since the publication of the photographs In 1962, the 
editlo princeps has been shown to contain a considerable 
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2* 

cumber of e r r ors , These errors are not of such quantity 

as to Invalidate general conclusions about the original 
text of P66, bat they seriously inpair former conclusions 
about the corrections to the text. (2) The second portion 
of the Manuscript (John 14:28 ff.) was first published in 
1958, after most of the studies had already appeared. 
Again, this probably did not cause serious daaage to gen- 
eral conclusions; but it would appear that a re -evaluation 
containing the full witness of the manuscript is in order. 
The only aajor study of P66 which escaped this latter weak- 
ness was the unpublished doctoral dissertation by Calvin L. 
Porter, -* but his study, too, did not have the advantage of 
the photographs or the improved edition of the Supplement . 
Since his study was statistically oriented, all of the 
statistics are now in need of serious revision. 

Moreover, for the most part the earlier studies 
appear to suffer from the lack of a controlled methodology. 
For this reason results were often contradictory. Most of 



2 Thls was first suggested, on the basis of three 
plates in the editio princeps , by Howard H. Teeple and 
P. Allyn ¥alker, Kotes on the Plates in Papyrus Bodaer II," 
JBL, LXXV111 (1959)* 148-152. After the publication of the 
photographs, three independent notices appeared: M.-E. 
Boismard, r3, LXX (1963), 120-133; Kurt Aland. "Neue 
Neutestaaeir=liehe Papyri II," NTS, X (1963/64), 62-64; and 
Gordon D. .fee, "Corrections of Papyrus Bodmer II and the 
Nestle Greek Testament, 11 JBL , LXXXIV (1965), 66-72. 

2 5*£ Textual Analysis of the Earliest Manuscripts of 
the Gospel of John" (Unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
Duke University, 1961). 
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the studies concluded that the textual affinities of P66 
were closest to Codex Sinaiticus (K), though at least two 
considered the relationship to be closer to B. 2 " 

It is the contention of this thesis, therefore, that 
a re-evaluation of P66 is necessary, and that this 
re-evaluation should speak to four problems: (l) the 
relationship of its text to other Greek manuscripts, 
(2) the relationship of its text to the "original" New 
Testament text, (3) the characteristics of the recensional 
activity represented by the corrections, and (4) the 
significance of the conclusions of (l), (2), and (3) when 
compared with P75. 

The Text of P75 . The text of P75 has had only one 
major study, that of C. L. Porter. 27 His conclusions as to 
its textual relationships appear to be of special impor- 
tance to any subsequent work in the discipline of textual 
criticism. His evaluation, however, was limited to the 
text of P75 in John. As yet no major analysis has 
appeared analyzing the witness of P75 to the text of 



2 ?Edgar R. Smothers, "Papyrus Bodmer II: An Early 
Codex of St. John," Theological Studies , XVIII (1957), 
434-441. Cf. I. de la Potterie, "Een nleuwe papyrus van 
net vierde evangelle," Bljdragen, XVTII (1957), 117-127. 
This latter article was not available to me; see the 
summary in HTA, II (1957), 194. 

^TBesides the dissertation cited above (note 25), 
see the important study, "Papyrus Bodmer XV (P75) and the 
Text of Codex Vaticanus," JBL, LXXXI (1962), 363-376. 
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Luke. The present study hopes to fill this gap, as well 
as to point out the further significance of this MS as it 
crosses two distinct New Testament textual histories (Luke 
and John). 

IV. ORGANIZATION OP THE REMAINDER OP THE STUDY 

The remainder of this dissertation is divided into 
five chapters. Chapter II takes up the problem of method 
in analyzing the textual character of a given manuscript. 
Because of the importance of K and its alleged relation- 
ship both with Codex Bezae (D) in John 1-7 and with ?66 
throughout, a test of the suggested method is offered on K 
in the early chapters of John. Chapter III applies the 
method of textual analysis to P66. The purpose of this 
analysis is not simply to discover its textual "relatives," 
but also to provide a basis for analyzing P66 in terms of 
the "original" text of the NT. Chapter IV analyzes the 
textual and scribal characteristics of P66, both of Its 
original text and corrections, with a view to suggesting 
the significance of the MS in the search for the "original" 
NT text. Chapter V offers an analysis of the text of P75 
in Luke similar to the analysis of the text of P66 in 



28 

The dissertation by C. M. Martini, La questione 

del carattere recensionale del testo lucano del codice B 
alia luce papiro Bodmer XIV" (Pontificio 1st Biblico, 
I965), did not come to ray attention until the present 
study had been completed. 
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Chapter III. Chapter VI draws together the results of 
the preceding chapters, with special reference to the 
question of textual theory and method in the search for 
the original New Testament text. 



CHAPTER II 



THE PROBLEM OP METHOD IN ANALYZINQ 
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN ANCIENT MANUSCRIPTS 



When a new MS of the New Testament is discovered, 
there are at least three tasks which, ideally, those who 
analyze its text should undertake. The first, of course, 
is to determine its date and place of origin and to indi- 
cate other general features of the new find. 1 The second 
is the more complex task of locating the new find in the 
history of the existing MS tradition. It is this task to 
which this chapter is devoted. Finally, an analysis of its 
text as to its witness to the "original" NT text should be 
undertaken. - 



The present study assumes this work to have been 
done for the two papyri under consideration. Descriptions 
of the papyri are available in the editio princeps of each, 
and are not repeated here. A date for both clrca ~200 A. D. 
seems to be valid. As yet the only question raised as to 
the dating is that perhaps they are earlier. Cf . Herbert 
Hunger, "Zur Datierung des Papyrus Bodmer II (P66)," 
Anzeiger der osterrelchischen Akademie der Wissenschaften , 
Philosophisch-hlstorische Klasse, 19bQ, Nr. 4, pp. 12-23, 
who would date P66 toward the middle of the second century. 

18 
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Almost all the studies which followed the discovery 
of P66 and P75 were devoted to the second task. Sometimes 
these studies indicated generalized conclusions as to the 
third task, but usually they were limited to the problem 
of placing the new KSS within the history of the textual 
tradition. 

The need for refinement of method in this task 
should have become apparent from the various studies of 
P66. All were agreed that Martin was wrong in collating 
the edltlo princeps against Souter's text. But not all 
agreed as to how the MS should be analyzed. Kurt Aland 
opted for a collation against Nestle 's text. 3 He was 
seconded by A. F. J. Klijn. Against this kind of colla- 
tion, Heinrich Zimmermann significantly warned that read- 
ings should be weighed as well as counted;^ and his own 
lists were an attempt in this direction. Moreover, Klljn's, 
as well as M.-E. Boismard's important study, viewed P66 in 



2 See, e.g., Kenneth W. Clark, "The Text of the Cos- 
pel of John in Third-Century Egypt," NovT , V (1962), 23-24. 

3 n Papyrus Bodraer II, ein erster Bericht," ThI2 , 
LDCXII (1957), 164-168. 

^"Papyrus Bodmer II (John i-xiv) and the Text of 
Egypt," NTS, III ( 1956/57) , 332. 

5"Papyrus Bodmer II und seine Bedeutung fur die 
-*' Textge&chlchte des Johannes-Evangeliums," BZ, II, n. F. 
■--• (1958), 219. 
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Le Papyrus Bodmer II," RB, IXIV (1957), 363-398. 
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tents of the later tradition. P66 was accordingly styled 

"mixed," or "neutral in a non-pure way." J. Neville 

7 8 

Blrdsall, and later K. V. Clark, who also had P75 in 

▼lew, objected that the later KSS should be re-analyzed in 
view of the earlier. But in none of these studies was a 
clearly defined method forthcoming; and as a result the 
conclusions were often contradictory. At least three dif- 
ferent approaches in terms of method indicated that P66 has 
its closest textual affinities with K.^ But two other 
studies indicated that the closest relationship is to be 
found with B. 10 

It is in the interest, therefore, of a clearly 
defined method in analyzing textual relationships that this 
chapter is directed. However, because of the Importance of 
It in the analysis of P66, and because there Is some ques- 
tion as to its textual character in John, the method here 
proposed is applied first to K in John 1-9. The first 
section of the chapter sets forth the Justification of 



7The Bodoer Papyrus of the Gospel of John (London, 
I960), pp. 5-9. 

8n Text of the Gospel of John," pp. 18-19 . 

°Thls was true of Martin's edition, where he col- 
lated against Souter, of Aland ("Ein erster Bericht"), 
where he collated against Nestle, and of the unpublished 
dissertation by Porter ("A Textual Analysis"), where he 
started with a quite different method explained further in 
this chapter. 



10 



'See supra, p. 15* n, 26. 
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this procedure. 

I. CODEX SINAITICUS IH THE GOSPEL 0? JOHN 

In his important study on the origin of texttypes, 
Ernest C. Colwell concludes Kith ten suggestions for 
further investigation and criticise. The ninth of these 
suggestions reads: "The textual history of the New Testa - 
aent differs from corpus to corpus, and even from book to 
book; therefore the witnesses have to be regrouped in each 
new section." 11 A corollary to this suggestion is the 
fact that certain XSS also differ from book to book — and 
even within books — as to the type of text they represent. 
Codex V, which makes a distinct change from a Neutral to a 
Byzantine type of text at Luke 8:12 and is ¥estern in 

Iferk 1:1-5:30, is an example of this kind of "divided" 

12 

KS. Therefore, in the latest aanuals texttype groupings, 

which both regroup from corpus to corpus and recognize the 
"divided" nature of certain MSS, appear as a matter of 
course. ^ Part of the purpose of this present chapter is 



^"The Origin of Texttypes of New Testament 
tenuscripts," Early Christian Origins , ed. A. Vlkgren 
(Chicago, 1961), p. 13o. 

^See Henry A. Sanders, The Washington Manuscript 
of the Four Gospels (New York, 19 12 J. 

^Bruce M. Jfetzger, The Text of the Xew Testament 
(New York, 1964), pp. 213-216; ar£ J. Harold Greenlee, 
Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism (Grand 
Rapids, Michigan, 19o4j, pp. 117-lio. ~~ 
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to re -examine Codex K In John as to the possibility of its 

being a "divided" MS, rather than simply "mixed." 

The secondary character of K as a witness to the 

Ueutral texttype, especially in the Gospel of John, has 

long been noted. Ecrt himself had observed: 

The Western readings are especially numerous In St. 
John* 8 Gospel, and In parts of St. Luke's: they belong 
to an early and Important type, though apparently not 
quite so early a3 the fundamental text of D, and some 
of them are the only Greek authority for Western 
readings which, previous to the discovery of K, had 
been known only from the vers ions. 14 

In his Die Schrlften des Neuen Testaments , Hermann 

von Soden made a detailed study of the peculiarities of 

fc. 1 ^ His twelfth and final "peculiarity" was an analysis 

of K D agreement, in which he concluded that there was 

little significant agreement between them In Matthew, Mark, 

and Luke. But for John the picture was different. Here he 

included a list — by no means complete — ^.^where K and D 

agreed against all other Greek witnesses. This analysis 

tended to strengthen Hort's observation about K in John; 

but it was still considered to be a Neutral witness with a 

mixture of Western readings. 

forhe New Testament in the Original Greek , II, 151. 

15 I: 1: 917-935. 

*"For example in chapter 4 alone, he includes but 
five occurrences and leaves out the following seven: v. 11 
om. ouy; v. 14 o 6c tuyibv 1. o? 6 av ntti; v. 17 cx«»? 1. 
ex»; v. 27 add avrw post etncv; v. 38 ancoraXxa 1. 
ancarctXa; v. 42 papruptav 1. XaXitfv. 
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The Western elements in k were also brought Into 
prominence in the work of H. C. Hoskier. 1 ^ But his primary 
concern lay In separating k from B as a chief ally. He did 
note the frequent affinities of k with the versions, but 
did little with its affinities with D. He therefore failed 
to provide anything constructive In view of these relation- 
ships . 

Over the years the various manuals have consequently 
tended to qualify the association of K and B by some such 
statement as: "The type of text witnessed by Sinaiticus 
belongs in general to the Alexandrian group, but it also 
has a definite strain of the Western type of readings." 1 " 
But at all times K has been considered to be basically 
Neutral, with Western readings. 

In 1957> M.-E. Boismard offered a study of P66 in 

19 
John 7-9/ in which he indicated displeasure with the 

prevailing textual groupings. Among other suggestions, he 

maintained that in John 1-8 K had closer textual affinities 

with D than with B. In fact he called one of his textual 



17 

Codex B and Its Allle3 (London, 1914), 2 vols. 

I^Metzger, Text of the New Testament , p. 46. Cf. 
Caspar R. Gregory, Canon and Text of the New Testament 
(Edinburgh, 1907;, P. 337; and Greenlee, Introduction , 
p. 116. 



^"Le Papyrus Bodmer II". 
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groups S D (S for Sinaiticus). I 

This proposal of Boismard's has been virtually 
ignored by text critics. The reasons for this are not 
difficult to find. In the first place, he has found little 
or no following as to the main thesis of the paper, namely, 
that the scribe of P66 copied alternately, In sections of 
from five verses to a half chapter, from an exemplar of one 
texttype and then from another. Secondly, there Is proba- 
bly a great deal of uneasiness about Boismard's methodology, 
since the second of his five newly-proposed "texttypes," 
whose principle witness Is Tatlan ( I ) , has absolutely no 
Greek witnesses (the secondary witnesses are sy 8,0 a b e 
georg, pers, aeth). 

Moreover, the details on which his conclusion about 



c One should note at this point how close Colwell 
came to this conclusion, before rejecting it, in samplings 
of variants in John 7. See "Method in Locating a Newly- 
Discovered Manuscript within the Manuscript Tradition of 
the Greek New Testament," Studla Evangelica , ed. K. Aland, 
et al. (Berlin, 1958), pp. 76b f. His final conclusion 
that in terms of gross statistics . . . S [K] is closer 
to B than to D" in John 7 is worthy of note, inasmuch as 
this is both contrary to the conclusions of Boismard's 
coincident analysis, and was based on an insufficient 
methodological principle in an article whose main force 
was methodological. It should be further noted, however, 
that Colwell was using this as an illustration to warn 
against partial comparisons. This present dissertation, 
and Colwell himself, in collaboration with Ernest W. Tune, 
in a later paper on method ("The Quantitative Relationships 
Between MS Texttypes," Biblical and Patristic Studies, ed. 
J. N. Birdsall and R. W. Thomson lFreiburg, 1563 J , pp. 25- 
32), argues that there is also danger in gross statistics," 
which frequently tend to distort actual textual affinities. 
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K D rests are limited chiefly to the analysis of P66 in 
chapters 7 and 9 (although this indeed is quite convinc- 
ing) . He does offer four important examples at the begin- 
ning of the paper to support his category S D, but they 
scarcely amount to full-scale Justification, and could Just 
as easily be fitted into a scheme which sees tt as Neutral 
with Western readings. 

Hiis present chapter proposes thoroughly to inves- 

t 

tigate Boismard's conclusion about K D. If in fact K is, 
in John 1-8, a Western MS with Neutral readings rather than 
vice versa , then this should be clearly spelled out; for 
such a conclusion may affect in no small measure what one 
may further say about its relationship to P66 and P75« 
The problem therefore now is how to conduct such an inves- 
tigation with proper methodological principles. 

II. AN HISTORICAL SKETCH 

The present attempt to propose a method for 
analyzing textual relationships is not to be considered a 
new method; it is rather an attempt to refine some meth- 
odological suggestions which have appeared in various 

sources. Since studies have already appeared in recent 

21 
years in which the history of method has been examined, * 



21 See, e.g., Edward P. Hills, "The Inter-relation- 
ship of the Caesarean Manuscripts," JBL , LXVIII (19^9)* 
141-159. The greater part of this paper deals with the 
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the present interest is simply to Indicate those factors 
which lead more directly to the method here proposed. 

The single most important factor in establishing 
textual relationships of any kind is to determine the 
criteria by which such relationships should be measured. 
Colwell has suggested that ideally the only proper method 
is to compare a given MS completely with all other MSS. 2 ** 
Until some refinement of computer analysis is available, 
however, one will have to settle for a partial method 
somewhere below the ideal. Nevertheless, the validity of 
any partial method will be indicated by how well it 
approaches the ideal. 

Since the time of Lachmann the most common approach 
to textual relationships has been to count the number of 
■agreements in error" or "peculiar agreements" against an 
external standard. In the case of NT criticism this 
external standard has, until recent times, been the TR. 
The statistical data from this method usually took the form 
of "the total number of agreements in variation from 
the TR." 



history of method. Hills* divisions as to what constitutes 
differences of method seem open to question; and his con- 
clusion in favor of sampling from variations from the 1R 
stands directly opposite the position taken in this disser- 
tation. For a more recent survey of the history, see 
Porter, "Textual Analysis," pp. 98-104, and Metzger, Text 
of the New Testament , pp. 179-181. 

22 "Method in Locating," p. 757. 
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Although there have been variations of application 
such as Lachaann's "agreement In error" or Vestcott-Hort ' s 
"peculiar agreements," collation against the TH has been 
the time -honored aethod of establishing textual relation- 
ships. 67 It the NT texttypes were first established; and 
the discovery of the Caesarean text In this century relied 
solely on this aethod. 

In recent years, however, the inadequacy of a 
aethod using variation from an external standard has been 
called into question with increasing frequency. In 1945 
Ifetzger concluded his summary study of the Caesarean text 
by asking two Important questions about aethod. First, "is 
It licit to reconstruct the ancient 'Caesarean text* from 
ofttines late documents merely by pooling the non-Byzantine 
variants?" Second, "is it possible to analyze the textual 
complexion of a given document merely by utilizing all 
variants, large and small?" 2 ^ | 

His first question raised the problem of the 
validity of analyses which failed to take total variation 
into account Instead of some form of partial variation from 
an external standard. As he cogently observed: 



2 3 n The Caesarean Text of the Gospels," JBL , IXEV 
(1945), 486 and 468. This article now appears, with some 
updating, in Chapters in the History of Kev Testament 
Textual Criticise (Grand Rapids, 19o3 J, FP- *j2-72. The 
words enclosed in brackets in the succeeding quotations 
indicate the changes found in the latest edition. 
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For obviously It 1b of slight value In determining 
family relationship to know only that in a certain area 
a given manuscript agrees with, say, B and K ten tines 
in differing frost Textus Receptus. If B and fct should 
differ from the Textus Receptus in ninety [other] 
Instances, the Keutral element In the given manuscript 
would be slight indeed, (p. 488) 

This problea was also noted, and a more thorough procedure 

pleaded for, by Harold S. Kurphy in his study of Eusebius' 

Demonstratlo Evangellca . 

Metzger's second truest ion, and one which for the 

■ost part has been all too often totally neglected, urges 

discrimination as well as tabulation of variants. Ee noted 

that the possibility of [mere] chance coincidence 
among nanuscripts in agreeing in small variations 
(involving, Inter alia , word order, common synonyms, 
the presence or absence of the article, the aorist 
for the imperfect or historical present) has not been 
sufficiently taken into account, (p. 489) 

In a similar vein, Zisnensann argued against Aland's tabu- 
lation of P66 that "die Lesarten wollen nicht nur gezahlt, 

„25 
sondern auch gewogen werden. 

In spite of these objections, however, a count based 
on variations from an external standard continues to be 
used. Indeed, E. P. Hills, in his survey of methods, con- 
cluded In favor of tabulating variations from the TR. 
Although the chief objection to Martin's edition of P66 
was that be used Souter's text as a basis for collation, 



24. 

Eusebius' Kew Testament Text In the Demonstratlo 

Ejrangelica," JBL, IXHII (1954), I67-I68. 



2 5"Papyrus Bodaer H," p. 219. 
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those who objected continued the same methodology; they 
nerely substituted a modern TR (Nestle) for Souter. 

IH. ATTEMPTS AT REFINEMENT OP METHOD 

The steps toward analyses of MS relationships on 
the basis of total variation rather than agreement In 
variation from an external standard have been forthcoming 
only in the past decade. An initial probe in this direc- 
tion was attempted by Porter in his unpublished disserta- 
tion. After a survey of various methods used or suggested 
in the past j he related of his own: 

The method of analysis used here is based not upon the 
calculation of agreements between manuscripts, but upon 
the calculation of disagreements . The computation of 
disagreements takes into consideration the individu- 
ality of each MS involved. 25 

His method simply consists of collating disagreements in 

all of the MSS chosen for analysis, and tabulating the 

percentage of disagreement each has with all the rest. 

It Is to Porter's credit that he chose a method 

which compared each MS totally with the others; and his 

method of first counting disagreements has been utilized 



°Pp. 104-105. Porter suggested also that his anal- 
ysis "rests upon wholly different principles from earlier 
methods or any heretofore proposed." E. F. Hills, however, 
had pointed out earlier that 'the basic and most conclusive 
method of ascertaining the relationship existing between 
MSS Is simply to count the instances in. which they disagree 
with one another" ("Inter-relationship," p. l4l). This Is 
precisely the method Porter used, and for the very reason 
that he considered it "basic and most conclusive. 
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In the present study. But his total method seems to suffer 
in at least three particulars. 

1. One needs a surer guide to demonstrate agree- 
ments between MSS. Porter, to be sure, recognized that 
statistical data based on disagreements are only prelimin- 
ary. As a preliminary indication they do have value in 
pointing out possible close relationships. But the true 
nature of such relationships can only be demonstrated in a 
more positive fashion. Porter, therefore, proposed a 
"second stage," in which he was "concerned with the 
isolation of those MSS which more or less consistently 
support the same variant readings" (p. 105). | 

The actual working out of this stage generally took 
the form of "the agreement of two against the rest." 
Whereas this is certainly a valid part of looking at agree- 
ments, it would seem to be only a part . For at some point 
one should look at the percentage of agreement over a total 
area of variation, and such percentage should be reached 
only when there has been discrimination before tabulation. 

The objection here may best be explained by 
illustration. In John 4, K has the following number of 
disagreements with these MSS: 

1 

P66 - 72 
P75 - 72 
B - 70 
A - 77 
C - 68 
D - 75 
W - 87 
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Prom these numbers, one may say only that the relationship 
of K to these seven MSS is not very close. However, in 
', this same chapter of John there are the following number of 
singular (or nearly singular) readings as far as Greek MSS 
are concerned: 

P66 - 5 
P75 - 6 . 
B - 2 

K - 25 (12 have Old Latin or Old Syr support) 
D - 21 (12 have Old Latin or Old Syr support) 
A - 1 

C - 3 

W - 16 (5 have Old Latin or Old Syr support) 

This means that the number of disagreements between K and 

the other MSS, where at least two Greek MSS support each 

variant, is as follows: 

P66 - 42 

P75 - 41 ! 

B - 43 

A - <>1 

C - 40 

D - 29 

V - 46 ; 

One certainly cannot make too much of these numbers, 

but they do significantly alter the perspective of the 

disagreements . It would seem, therefore, that an adequate 

method of demonstrating agreements is necessary in order to 

show the relationships which may be involved. Porter, it 

has been noted, limited his analysis of agreements almost 

exclusively to the agreement of two against the rest. And 

this leads directly to our second objection to his total 

method. 
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2. One's method must be flexible enough to have 
perspective for all MS traditions. The objection to Porter 
here stems from the limitations imposed by his choice of 
MSS. In the first place, there may be a fallacy in the 
basic assumption as to what constitutes the "earliest" MSS. 
He is correct in choosing those which actually date from 
the first four centuries. But he apparently has not con- 
sidered the possibility that the text found in a later MS 
may itself date within the earlier period. The case in 
point, of course, is Codex Bezae. Without doubt, some of 
its text reflects a later tradition (e.g., where, as in 
John 4:42, it sides with A and the Byzantine tradition 
against the early Greeks and most of the Old Latin); but far 
the most part its basic text has long been acknowledged to 
be much earlier than the date of the actual MS itself. 
This failure to reckon fully with the Western tradition 
could easily lead to partial conclusions, even about the 
relationship of the early witnesses to each other. 27 

Moreover, an examination of agreements of "two 
against the rest" where the entire MS tradition is not in 
view may also lead to other partial views as to relation- 
ships. For example, Porter bases part of his argument for 



'Porter (p. l8l) does note that some of the early 
MSS have readings often called "Western," but he fails to 
deal adequately with the relationship of the early MSS, 
and their "Western" readings, to the Western tradition. 
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a relatedness of 266 and K on a list of 75 points of 
variation where they agree against the other early RSS. 
But a check against the first half of this list (39 vari- 
ants through Chapter 7) indicates that only nine of these 
are peculiar (or nearly so) to P66 and K. In 14 instances 
they are joined (almost alone) by D and in two others by 9. 
In seven more they agree with almost all KSS against the 
Heutral tradition in general. This, of course, does not 
necessarily destroy the relatedness of P66 and k, but it 
does seem to enlarge somewhat the perspective of that 
relationship. 

An adequate method, therefore, should be able to 
keep the total perspective of the MS tradition in view. 

3. One's method needs to be able to see relation- 
ships in sections of a book, as well as over the whole 
book, dis is the opposite of the error which Porter 
correctly argued against. Usually MS relationships have 
been established by examining test sections. While this is 
helpful for clues or hypotheses, the more comprehensive 
efforts to check and establish findings are seldom forth- 
coming (p. 19* n. 25). 

On the other hand, statistics such as Porter's, 
which are based on an entire book, may overlook Colwell's 
principle noted above, that MSS must also be examined 
section by section within a given book. 
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doe nay therefore use with profit Porter's prelimin- 
ary step of tabulating disagreements, but the total method 
must move In another direction. This direction has been 
pointed out by Colvell and Tune In their contribution to 
the Casey Festschrift, "The Quantitative Relationships 
between KS Text-types." This present study Is an attempt 
to refine further the Bet hod there developed. 

They establish as a basic premise that sound method 
should take Into account the total amount of variation, 
not slsply the variants from an external text used as a 
"norm." They further argue that one should exercise 
discrimination in regard to what is counted. What this 
means in terns of method is that singular readings are not 
included in the counting, ** and only those places of varia- 
tion are counted where at least two of the KSS involved in 
the computation agree against the rest. This means of 
course, that one must exercise care in the choice of KSS 
to be tabulated and in the extent of text which is 
included. 

After the units of variation in the given section 
are isolated, then the number of agreements involved among 
all the KSS at each unit of variation is tabulated. For 



2 °Their presentation of two tables, one showing 
percentages with singular readings included and the other 
without, is sufficient demonstration that they are correct 
in the exclusion of singulars from the tabulation. 
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convenience this count is finally put Into percentages. 

Basically, this Is the procedure followed In the 
present analysis, with the following differences from 
Colwell and Tune: 

1. In their further explanation of "discrimination 
before counting," Colwell and Tune note that they have 
"eliminated readings which occur commonly in MSS as the 
result of scribal error or habit, even if supported by more 
than one KS since such agreement was probable as coinci- 
dence" (p. 26). while I agree to eliminate such items as 
spelling, I have, on the other hand, included all varia- 
tions in the counting. The present study suggests that 
"weighing" may be done after counting. Such a process of 
weighing will look at the number and kinds of significant 
agreements which are involved in the count. This writer 
discovered that there was a significant correlation between 
the percentage of total agreement between two KSS and the 
number of significant readings which were peculiar to the 
two against all the rest. Conversely, both the number and 
significance of peculiar agreement between two HSS which 
did not have a high percentage of agreement was negligible. 

It was felt proper therefore, as a part of the total 
method, to analyze such items as peculiar agreements, 
agreements with or against certain textual traditions, as 
well as the number and kind of singular readings, in order 
to gain a full perspective of the relationships one Is 



36 f 
seeking. 

2. The most significant difference between the 
present study and that of Colwell and Tune is in the choice 
of MSS to be tabulated. Their choice was based on an 
attempt to show relationships between texttypes; therefore, 
they included the following broad cross-section of MSS: 
P45 P66 P75 K A B D V e T n C R 5^5 TR. 

Since the present interest is more specifically that 
of determining the relationship of K (and later P66 and 
P75) to other MSS, the choice for tabulation has been 
narrowed to P45 (where applicable) P66 P75 * A B C D W TR. 
It will be observed that this is simply a list of the major 
MSS up to the sixth century. Moreover, any singular agree- 
ment between the TR and only one of the others was not 
included in the number of variation-units counted. ^ 
Whereas this may not appear to go beyond the above 
criticism of Porter, it is believed that it does so for 
the following reasons: 

(a) A certain knowledge of MSS is already assumed. 
The close relationship of P75 and B has been clearly 



The term "variation-unit" is defined by Colwell 
and Tune as "referring to. a length of the text wherein our 
MSS present at least two variant forms; it is that passage 
in which differences occur," ("Variant Readings: Classi- 
fication and Use," JBL , IXXXIII [1964], 254). One other 
definition from this article is also used in this paper: 
"The Nonsense Reading" is "that variant reading which does 
not make sense, and/or cannot be found in the lexicon, 
and/or is not Greek grammar" (p. 257). 
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demonstrated by Porter.'" d i 3 the well-known leader of a 
quite different type of text. And A has been recognized as 
being at the beginning of the process called the Byzantine 
texttype. The selection, therefore, Includes at least the 
earliest witnesses of the major textual groupings, exclud- 
ing Caesarean, whose text has never been defined in John. 

(b) The addition of one or more later MSS increases 
the number of variation-units to be counted, but it always 
does so in favor of a higher percentage of agreement of all 
the earlier MSS with one another. Moreover, as a simple 
mathematical phenomenon, the percentage of increase is much 
higher at the lower end of the spectrum than at the higher. 

One may illustrate this from the findings of the following 

i 
analysis (cf. Table II, p. 44). j 

In chapter 4 of John, 6l variation-units were 

counted, based on the MSS chosen for this study. The 

inclusion of the other MSS of Colwell-Tune's analysis 

increased the number to 81. At 6l points of variation B 

and D agreed only 10 times, or l6.4£; the agreement of P75 

and B was 52, or 85. 2#. These were the lowest and highest 

percentages of agreement among the MSS tabulated. The 

inclusion of 8 T C R 565 and TR increased the agreement 

between B and D to 27, or up to 33-3^. By the same token 



3°See especially the article, "Papyrus Bodmer XV," 
PP. 363-376. 
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the agreement between P75 and B was increased by 20 up to 
72, or 88. 8£. Among all the early MSS the slightest 
increase in agreement was between D and W; and their 
number of agreements was increased by 14. 

It may be granted that 33# agreement is still low, 
and that the basic agreements are still reflected when the 
later MSS are added. But the point of view taken in this 
study is that the clearer picture among the earlier MSS is 
afforded by the present selection. The increased agreement 
when later MSS are added seems to indicate that there is a 
certain relationship which the early MSS have simply 
because they are early. This is probably significant when 
other relationships are being sought, but not for the 
relationship of the early MSS among themselves. 

The method of analyzing MS relationships used in 
this paper, therefore, is a combination of Porter's pre- 
liminary step of counting disagreements and the basic 
method of counting agreements employed by Colwell and Tune. 
Besides the difference in MSS tabulated, the chief contri- 
bution in "refinement" of method in this study is the 
attempt toward analyzing the nature of the agreements after 
the statistical analysis. j 

Before demonstrating the method in John 4, a word is 
in order as to the method of collation employed, since it 
may prove helpful for other such investigations. The 
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method received its Initial Impulse from another article by 
Colwell and Tune, In which they presented In diagram form 
the units of variation in John 11 ^o,.' 1 it occurred to me 
that such a form of collation might prove helpful over the 
entire Gospel, inasmuch as all units of variation are 
quickly and easily visible, and the collation of any fur- 
ther MS against the basic collation would be a very simple 
procedure. If the collation is properly executed, the text 
critic may create for himself his own critical edition, 
against which, ideally, any and all MSS may be collated. 
A sample page of the collation is shown in Figure 1; a 
brief description follows. 

The collation was made on continuous pages (folding 
sheets) of computer print-out paper, so that all of John 
and Luke were eventually written out by hand. The present 
collation was made simultaneously against Nestle-Aland 
(25th edition), Tischendorf, and the TR, as well as the 
facsimiles or editions of P45 P66 P75 B K A D and W. After 
the Initial collation was complete, it was double -checked 
land the MSS collated by von Soden were also added. 

After some trial and error, the following items 
were found to be helpful. 

1. The uppermost text is always that of Nestle- 
Aland. The TR is noted at the far right beneath the 

31 "Variant Readings," p. 254. 
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reading It supports. One nay therefore, with any future 
collation, also collate against these editions. 

2. The blocks used for units of variation should 
be large enough to enable one to write in three lines of 
witnesses below each variant. The top line includes the 
KSS used for the analysis in this dissertation. (One may 
prefer to reserve it for all uncials.) The second line 
Includes other Greek support. The third line includes 
Torsions and/or Fathers. If further room is needed to list 
witnesses, the variations within each unit may be numbered 
and supporting witnesses listed below. 

3- Singular readings, many sub-singular readings, 
and isolated versional evidence were listed on a line above 
the main text, so that the main text was reserved for major 
units of variation, or for points of variation where two or 
more KSS have a unique reading against the rest. 

4. One should be generous with his own script 
(leaving plenty of space between words), so that later 
units of variation may be added on the basis of new finds. 

IV. CODEX SINAITICOS IN JOHN 4 

The nethod suggested above was applied to the fourth 
chapter of the Gospel of John, 3 s with the following 



^Chapter 4 was chosen for very practical reasons. 
It is the first chapter where D is complete, and one of the 
only chapters where C is complete. Moreover, P75 begins 
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results. 

1. The tabulation of disagreements Is found in 
Table I. as noted above, this tabulation is chiefly useful 
for pointing up some apparently close relationships. Since 
this type of analysis in John's Gospel has already been 
made available by Porter, this step in the method will not 
be used again until the investigation of the relationship 
between P75 and B In Luke (Chapter V) . 

It is of Interest to note that, as one should 
expect, there is a correlation between those KSS having the 
least number of disagreements and the same KSS when they 
are tabulated for agreements. What cannot be shown from 
this step are the kinds of relationship one may expect to 
find among the KSS having a higher percentage of disagree- 
ments. From this table K appears to have little relation- 
ship to anything; one will note that its total number of 
disagreements is greater even than that of D. 

2. The tabulation of the number and percentage of 
agreements In John 4 over 6l units of variation is found in 
Table 11.33 it will be noted that the relationships 



to have considerable lacunae after this chapter. 

Whereas chapter division is rather arbitrary, this 
chapter does include two independent pericopes, and perhaps 
a third, if one wishes to divide the "harvest sayings" from 
"the Samaritan Woman. 11 

33jn order to make this analysis complete, the col- 
lation of the 6l units of variation for this chapter, as 
well as the singular readings, may be found in Appendix I. 
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suggested in Table I between P75 and B, P66° and C, and A 
and TR are borne out by this tabulation. The significant 
thing for K, however, is the much higher percentage of 
agreement it has with D than with any other MS. When D is 
used as a base, its highest percentage of agreement is also 
with K. 

Colwell and Tune suggest that "the quantitative 
definition of a text-type is a group of MSS that agree more 
than 70# of the time and is separated by a gap of about 10# 
from its neighbors." 321 With this definition, P75 and B in 
John 4 clearly fall into the category of texttype, as do A 
and TR. D and K do not fit the first percentage, but they 
do the second, i.e., they have a 57# agreement, and for K 
the next closest is 34# (P66*) and for D it is 44# (TR). 
This would mean that even if one may not classify K D as a 
texttype, each has a significantly closer relationship to 
the other than with any other MS. . < 

This relationship seems strong enough to classify K 
as a basically Western text in John 4. A further look at 
the nature of this agreement strengthens the statistical 
analysis. j 

3. Of the 6l units of variation in John 4, 16 of 
them are the result of two of the MSS agreeing almost alone 
against all other Greek MSS. There are two other places 

3** "Quantitative Relationships," p. 29. 



(4:42 and 4:51) where the unit of variation is the result 
of two sets of two agreeing alone against all others. 
Thirteen of these 20 instances of singular agreement are 
between K and D, and in the majority of these they have Old 
Latin support: 

4:9 K* D a b e J om. ou yap ouyxP^vTat Iou&aioi 
Eauaptrat<; 

4:11 K D 472 a b e ff 2 J 1 sy om. ouv post noeev 

4:14 K* D o 6e nivcuv 1. o<; 6 ov ntrj 

4:17 K D aur bee ff 2 Jlr 1 . exet<; 1. ex«» 

4:24 K* D* ff 2 om. awov 

4:24 tf* D a J r* npoaxuvctv 6ei 1. Set npooxuvetv 

4:27 K* D bo ev toutuj 1. em toutub 

4:27 K D 1093 a b ff 2 J r 1 sy s - c add avrw post etnev 

4:38 K D a-nearaXxa 1. ancoTetXa 

4:42 K* D b 1 r* otjv uapruptav 1. onv XaXtav 

4:45 H* D ml. ore 

4:51 8 D TiYYCiXav 1. aTTiyrreiXav (or omit) 

4:51 K D b r* om. Xeyovreq 
A casual check of these agreements reveals that the 
majority are much more than merely coincidental scribal 
errors. One seems to be dealing here with a genuine 
textual tradition, supported by two major Greek MSS and 
often by the Old Latin (especially a b J r 1 ). 

The only other clear pairing off such as this in the 
remaining seven Instances of singular agreement is between 
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P75 and B: 

4:11 P75 B sy 8 om. ij yuvtj 

4:42 P75 B ttjv XaXtav aou 1. ttjv otjv XaXiav 

4:52 P75 B exeivt^v 1. nap oururv 
These, too, are clearly "related" readings, not simply the 
coincidence of scribal error. It is worthy of note at this 
point that P75 has now eliminated what once were the three 
■ost significant singular readings of B in John 4. 

The remaining four of the singular agreements are of 
the "scribal error" type and probably are not significant 
in demonstrating textual relationships (4:15 P66* D 
bxfipv 1. bi+w; 4:23 P66* k* 254 124 c aurcu 1. ourov; 4:42 
B W 80 b f r 1 sy° om. on; 4:54 K W a b enottioey 
oqpetov 1. OTipetov eTTotnoev). 

Besides these agreements there are the following 
instances where K and D are Joined by a scattering of 
Greeks against all the rest. 

4:1 o Inaou<; 1. o xuptoq 

4:14 add era ante bwaa 

4:17 ov6pa oux ex«n 1- oux ex® av6pa 

4:25 avaYYcXXci 1. avarrcXet 

4:46 tjv 6c 1. xat ijv 

4:51 om. aurou post ot SouXot 
Except for 4:1 these are less significant than the former 
list, but they do point up the number of agreements K and 
D have together against the Neutral tradition. 



48 
One other significant reading should be noted at 
this point. In 4:42 there are the following variants: 

avroi yap axriuoa\xcY P66 P75 BACH Byz pi 

aurou yap axTjitoaycv Da 

avrot yap axTj*oajiev nap aurou K Er 565 X qp pc 
While the readings of bt and D are not identical, they do 
seen to represent what one might call "an independent 
witness to a common textual tradition." It could be 
argued, of course, that D merely reflects a scribal error 
in tens of the reading of P66 et al. But since this same 
phenomenon occurs in the succeeding chapters of John (see 
infra, pp. 60, 65-66), it is very likely that they are here 
related to a common textual tradition. If this be true, 
such "agreeaent" will be an ii^sortant factor In one's 
consideration as to the homogeneity of this textual 
tradition. 35 

In contrast to these readings, one should also 
investigate the agreement of x with the Neutral tradition 
against D. Such agreement appears to be negligible in this 
chapter of John. I note the following instances: 



^Another reading of a similar nature, but less im- 
portant is at 4:33, where the najority of KSS read ouv post 
eXeyov. Here K* (as the only Greek) sides with d (against 
D) e sy° in omitting the conjunction. D, on the other 
hand, reads 6e with a b q pi. One wonders whether D, by 
adding the "wrong n conjunction, is witnessing .to a "West- 
ern' 1 tradition which originally omitted it. The fact that 
it is only a conjunction, where most MSS tend to be quite 
independent, lessens the strength of such a suggestion. 



49 
4:5 * B P66 P75 add rw ante I»on<p 
4:15 ** B P75 P66 6tepx»pa» (-opat ) 1. epxapat (-ouat ) 
4:21 k B P66 P75 C*VLpcbJlqsa ntareuc uot 

ywaj 1. ywot ntoreue uoi(A Byz read ntoreuoov) 
4:25 * B P66 P75 C* W 053 5^5 51 anavra 1. navra 
4:39 K B P75 C* L bo b e f^ 1 q rl a l. oca 
4:42 K B P75 P66 C* V 06*3 aur a b c ff 2 1 r 1 vg 

on, o XP*<Jf°S 
4:51 K B P75 P66* A C V nai? aurou 1. uto? aou 

(TR • nat£ coo) 
4:53 K* B P75 C 0125 053 X it? 1 o». ev ante exeivn 
4:53 K B P75 P66 ACLpc aur a b c ff 2 vg om. ort 
Something further should be said about this list. First, 
only two of these (4:42, 4:51) are significant readings, in 
the sense of indicating possible close textual relation- 
ships. Secondly, in each of these instances except 4:51 
the reading of D is also supported by the entire Byzantine 
tradition and the TS. Moreover, in these remaining eight, 
where its Greek text may be determined, the more important 
KSS of the Old latin version also support the so-called 
"Neutral" reading. 

Vhat this seems to suggest, therefore, is not so 
much that K is Joining the Neutral tradition, but that D is 
here conforming to the Byzantine. The fact that there are 
similar readings where R and D read with the Neutral tradi- 
tion against most of the later MSS (4:46 om. o Itjooui;; 
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i 

4:47 om. aurov; 4:30 om. xat or 6e) would seem also to 

i 

point to such a conclusion. Here, then, we have instances 
of "early" against "late" readings, rather than Western 
against Neutral; and R has the "early" reading, while D has 
the "late." 

It is true that in this chapter there are two places 
in which K fails to Join D in what has been called a West- 
ern reading (4:3 add yqv; 4:49 om. uou); but what one is 
to classify as Western in this section of John now becomes 
a problem. For example, what does one call the omission of 
outod? in 4:6, where neither K nor D join a aur b e ff 2 i 1 
r 1 , supported by X 565 69 124 788 pc? 

What this all seems to say is that K and D are 
definitely related, but that the textual tradition to which 
they belong lacks the homogeneity that is found in the 
tradition of P75 B (or that K or D, or both, have suffered 
conformation to another textual tradition). This is fur- 
ther demonstrated when one investigates the singular read- 
ings of our chief MSS in this chapter. ! 

4. The one other point at which fct and D show marked 
similarity, though not agreement, is the number of singular 
readings each has. The number of these has already been 
given (see above, p. 31). What is significant is that of 
the 25 singular (or nearly singular) readings of K, there 



^ These are also listed in Appendix I. 
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are 12 which have Old latin or Old Syriac support. 
Similarly, of 21 singulars in D, 12 have Old latin or Old 
Syriac support. The one other MS with a large number of 
singulars is W, which has 16, with 5 having Old Latin 
support . 

This does not say too much in terms of direct 
relatedness, but it would seem to indicate that R and D 
both are members of an uncontrolled textual tradition and 
are under the same influence as, or have been influenced 
by, the older versions. Moreover, if one has been accus- 
tomed to speaking of D and OL agreement as Western, one 
perhaps should be prepared to do the same with R and OL 
agreement, at least in John 4. 

It would seem clear, therefore, that on the basis 
both of counting and of weighing variants, one must agree 
with Boismard that, in this chapter of John at least, R 
is a Western text. The problem now is, what is the extent 
of R as a Western text in John? 

V. CODEX SINAITICUS IN JOHN 1-9 

A chapter by chapter application of our method over 
the remainder of the first nine chapters of John indicates 
that a similar relationship between R and D exists through 
chapter 8. At chapter 9 the picture alters completely. 
The graphic demonstration of this is found in Tables III 
and IV. 
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5* 
Table III shows the percentage of agreement over 
chapters 1-6 at 320 points of variation. Because D has a 
large lacuna at 1:16-3:26, no statistics are included from 
this section. The significance of K for this section will 
be suggested below. 

It will be noted that the percentage of total agree- 
ment between K and D is somewhat lower than in chapter 4. 
But it is also true that the percentage of agreement with B 
is considerably lower. The reasons for this are that in 
chapter 5 K temporarily lacks its close relationship with D 
(dropping to 37. 8£ at 45 units of variation), whereas K 
happens to be closer to B in chapter 4 than in any other of 
the first eight chapters (dropping to 21. 4# in chapters 6 
and 7 at 150 units of variation). Over the entire section 
Khas a 28^ higher agreement with D than with B . 

Table IV shows the percentage of agreement in chapter 
9 at 51 units of variation. There is no doubt that here tt 
is once again in the Neutral tradition. A chapter by chap- 
ter analysis for the remainder of John reveals that k stays 
in the Neutral tradition throughout, in the sense that it 
is more closely related to the Neutral witnesses than to 
D.37 To be sure, it still has some Western readings, but 
they are now the exception rather than the rule. What is 



37cf . the statistics for John 11 in Colwell and 
Tune, "Quantitative Analysis, 11 p. 31. 
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Important, however, Is that tt is never as closely related to 
B as is P75, and often it is not as closely related to P75 
B as is C or L. For the most part its departure from P75 B 
is less in the direction of D than in that of those wit- 
nesses which compose the Byzantine tradition. 38 

John 1-3 . In this section D has a large lacuna, 
but on each side of that lacuna tt and D are clearly related. 
In 1: 1-16 » at 9 points of variation, there are the follow- 
ing numbers of agreeaent: 
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38 

In chapter 13 » for example, K has a 4l.4£ relation- 
ship with B, 43.2£irtth D, 48.3^ with TR, and 51. 7^ with A. 
Almost all of its readings with D are also shared by A and 
the Byzantine tradition. C, on the other hand, has a 72. 5# 
relationship with B and a 43. l£ with A; and L has a 69^ 
relationship with B and a 4l# with A. 
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In 3:26-36, at 7 points of variation, there are these 
agreements (c reads at only one place and is not included) 
TR P66 P75 B ** vfi A D V 
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Bils indicates that on both sides of the lacuna, 
K is the closest companion to D, and vice versa . The ex- 
tent and nature of singular agreement against all other 
Greeks over these sixteen units of variation is similar to 
that of chapter 4. 

1:4 K D it syC-P eo-riv 1. t\v 

1:13 K D on. e* 2 

1:15 8*Db om. Xcrwr 

3:31 K* D a b J 1 q o 6e rov 1. o <uv 
Besides these there are four other significant variants 
where K and D are Joined by a few Greek witnesses against 
all the rest. 

1:3 »* D P66 X 71 ovbcv 1. ou6e ev 

1:6 K* D* W add tjy ante ovopa 
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3:31 K* D P75 X 565 a b e ff 2 fl r* sy« sa om. enavw 

navrtuv cortv 
3:32 « D X 22 28 565 pcabe ff2 J l r 1 sy 8 * 

om. TOUTO 

At only one point (3:3^ om. o 6eo?) in these sec- 
tions does K Join what appears to be the strictly Neutral 
tradition against D. And again K is Joined by the strength 
of the Old Latin (b e fl), while D reads with A and the 
entire Byzantine tradition. 

One should be prepared, therefore, to regard K as 
the leading Greek witness to the Western tradition in the 
section 1:16-3:26, where D is lacking. The following 
readings seem to be significant in this regard: 
1:18 K a 6 om. o uuv 
1:20 K e 1 sa om. xat ajuoXoYn,oev 
1:21 K W a b e ff 2 1 r* add rraXtv post aurov 
1:25 K a e sy° om. xat qpajniaav aurov 
1:28 K P66 a b e r 1 eYevero ev 0n.8avta 1. ev 0n.0avta 

eYevero 
1:28 K sy° add norajiou post Iop6avou 
1:32 K a b e r* sy 8 * m? neptarepav xara3atvoy 1. 
xaraPatvov ou<; neptarepav 

1:32 K* e om. Xertuv 
1:32 K W b e q r 1 uevov 1. euetvev 
1:3^ K* 77 218 b e f f2 syS-c (a sa) o exXexroq 1. 
o utoq 
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.. i 
1:47 K 124 aur a b f f 2 1 r 1 t&ouv . . . xat l. et&cv 

i 
1:47 K * a *ou NaflavanX 1. aurou 

2:3 K* a b ff 2 J r* (el syhmg) otvov oux etxov on 
ouvctcXcoSti o otvo? tou yauou* eira l. uorcpn- 
oavro? otvou 
2:6 K* 13 346 a e r 1 arm om. xetuevat 
i . 2:11 K* (P66* f q) add rrpurrnv post ToXtXata? (P66* fq 
ante apxnv) 
2:12 R 245 249 440 1010 aur a b e f f 2 1 bo Q om. xat 

ot ]uiQr\rai 
2:14 K a f q xat ra upopara xat 0oa? 1. Poaq xat 

npopara 
2:15 K* a b e ff 2 J lqr 1 eTTOtnoev • . . xat 1. xat 

no t T\oa$ 
2:15 K* a e 1 q om. re 

3:1 K* aur b c f ff 2 1 vg ovouaTt 1. ovoua aun» 
3*5 R* pc e tujv oupavtuv 1. tou 6eou 
3:8 R aur a b e ff 2 r* sy 8,0 add tou u6aToq xat 
ante tou TrveuuaTOs 
The full extent of this witness is lessened somewhat 
when one considers that K lacks at least one important 
Western reading in this section (3:6 add OTt ex ttj<; aapxoq 
eYevvTjOTi and OTt ex tou TTveuuaTO^ eaTtv), and that it Joins 
the Neutral tradition without Western support in three sig- 
nificant readings (l:l8 8eoq 1. uio?; 3:13 om. o euv ev 
tou oupavou; 3:l6 om. aurou). But the nature of many of the 
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readings in the list above indicates that K is a member of 

the Western tradition for the most part. 

John 5-8 . The percentage of agreement for K and D 
in this section is as follows: 

Chapter 5 Chapter 6 Chapter 7 Chapter 8 

»» D »* D k* D 

35.2 34.1 30.6 33.9 54.2 39.6 

52.5 36.1 61.3 45.2 35-4 41.7 

50.8 3^.4 58.9 40.3 41.7 43.8 

29.9 26.0 19.7 13.1 35-4 33.3 
23.9 25.0 17.8 20.9 37.5 33.3 

— 51.1 — 58.1 — 58.3 

— 44.3 — 51.6 — 52.1 

29.0 32.3 lac. lac. lac. lac. 
28.9 34.2 lac. lac. 46.7 30.0 

51.1 — 58.1 — 58.3 — 

31.6 29.5 19.4 33.9 41.7 37.5 
As indicated above, the relationship between K and D 

is less in chapter 5 than elsewhere in John 1-8. However, 

1 

a glance at the above percentages shows that the decrease 
in K D agreement is not in favor of agreement with another 
MS or textual tradition. The percentage of agreement 
between K and the others remains much the same, and it 
continues to agree more with D than with the others, though 
not by as much. 

An examination of the variants in this chapter 
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Indicates that many of the phenomenon noted In chapter 4 

are found here as well, but not In such quantity. D and K 

have only four singular agreements: 
5:13 K* D* eveuoev 1. e^eveuoev 
5:18 K D 053 a b e f 1 om. ouv 
5*19 KD a b 1 noiei ouotiu^ 1. opotoo? notet 
5:32 tf* D aur a e q sy oioare 1. oi6a 

Besides these there are two other readings where 

tt and D reflect a common textual tradition. 

5*2. The name of the pool where the impotent man 

was healed has three basic variations, with some spelling 

differences within the three: 

BnSJaSa k 33 b 1 f f 2 
BeXJaBa Da rl 
Bn£aea L e 

BqeeoBa A C Byz pier TR f q 
Btio8co6a N 

Bn©oat6a P75 B V 0125 aur c vg bo 
Bq5oat6a P66 sa 

This is a case of "triple variation," where there is a 

clear Western, Neutral, and Byzantine tradition. 

5:9. After the xai which begins the second clause, 
K a b e sy 8 add trrepQn * at and D X <p ff 2 add the participle 
rrepQetq. Again, one has agreement in witness without 
identical readings. 

On the other hand, there are only two readings where 
K Joins the Neutral tradition against D, and without the 
support of the early versions: 
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5:12 P66 P75 B K C* L sa om. tov xpaBarov aou 
5:17 P75 B K W 1241 om. Iijoou^ 

Clearly, therefore, K is not leaving its relation- 
ship with D in favor of the Neutral tradition. The real 
cause of this lessened relationship appears to lie in three 
factors: (l) It will be noted that in this chapter alone, 
of the first eight chapters of John, D is closer to another 
KS (A) than to K. D appears to have been influenced more 
by the Byzantine tradition in this chapter than elsewhere, 
and this accounts in part for the decrease in its relation- 
ship to K. (2) 8 is simply less Western here than else- 
where. D, for example, reads almost alone with the Old 
Latin at the following significant places: 

5:3 add TiapaXurtxarv post ?t)P«v 

5:9 <**• ev CKCtvij rr\ Tjuepa 

5:13 aoecvwv 1. ta8et£ 

5:20 arena 1. mtlet 

5:20 6etxvuatr 1. Detect 

5:37 paprupct 1. ueuaprupnxev 
K, on the other hand, has only one significant reading of 
this type (5:25 B* a b om. xat vuv eartv). (3) A look at 
the 45 variation-units in this chapter reveals that the 
majority are of the "less significant" type (word order, 
add/omit the article, conjunctions, pronouns, etc.). More- 
over, within these less significant variants there is a 
greater mixture of agreement among the early witnesses than 
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one finds at those places which appear to be more signifi- 
cant. 

It has seemed to the purpose of this study to find 
reasons for the decrease in K D agreement in John 5, be- 
cause it is Immediately clear that in chapters 6 and 7 one 
has again a relationship similar to that found in chapter 4. 

The statistics alone seem strong enough to demonstrate 

39 
this; an examination of select readings confirms it. 

In the following list of variants, K and D have 

singular agreement, or are Joined by a very few Greeks 

against all the rest. It will be noted that many of the 

readings (e.g., 6:11, 17, 19) clearly indicate textual 

relatedness, not simply the results of coincidental scribal 

errors. 

6:3 it* I> 124 565 PC a aur ff 2 1 arniXeev 1. avTjXeev 

6:3 K* D P66 q> 63 71 exa6e£ero 1. exaeTjro 

6:5 K D F66* © a aur b c f ff^ 1 r 1 vg oxXo<; noXu? 

1. no\\*z oxXo? 

6:7 K* D 1424 anoxpt vera t 1. anexptetj 

6:11 It D a b e q r^ sy^-P euxaptoTnoev xat e&iuxev 

1. ciixaptOTTiaa? 6te6ajxev 

6:14 KD BMa aur b ff 2 1 r 1 ei? toy xoopov epxopcvo? 

1. cpxouevo? et? rov xoojiov 



^Tbe sudden increase in agreement between P66 and 
It is the result of a change in P66, not K. (See Chapter 

ni# pp. 94 ff. 
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6:17 * D xareXaBev bt aurou? n axorta \ a xat oxorta 

ij6ij eycYovet 
6:17 (») D 80 a syPal (o) I^oou? npo? aurou? 

1» upo? aurous o Iijoous 
6:19 K» D 106 1321 2145 («latt) arabxa 1. araStou? 
6:22 k D P28 42 b c ff 2 r* vg et6ev 1. ei6ov (or »6u>v) 
6:22 K D 9 a ay tou Iijoou 1. aurou (or omit) 
6:27 K D e ff^ ^ sy c 6ioa>atv uptv 1. upiv oukjci 

(f pc 8 b f 1 q rl oroaet uuiv) 
6:33 KD8 add o post apro<; 
6:37 K* D 280 (a c) b sy 8 ' om. e^oo 
6:46 K* D a b e rl 6eov l. Trarepa 
6:64 g D 1604 a b e q r 1 c? upcov etotv rives 

1. ctotv e£ ujianr Ttvec 
6:66 K D P66 8 <p pc aur b c f ff^ J 1 rl add ouv 

pOSt TOUTOU 

6:71 K* D K X om. tov ante Iou&av 

7:1 K* D P66 pc aur a b c e f ff 2 1 rl sy 8,0 om. xat 

7:3 K* D 8 G U X pc it vg om. oou 

7:6 k* D V 047 106 1200 e syCP om. ouv 

7:8 K D K M n pc aur a b c e ff^ vg bo sy c oux 1. 

OUTTCD 

7:10 K D pc a b e r 1 sy 8,c om. coq 

7:12 R D P66 33 it vg sy tu> oxXm 1. -rot? oxXot? 

7:17 K D P66 om. tou 

7:26 K D 49 108 aur a b e f q r 1 vg sy *? pnrt 1- pn^ore 
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i 

7:29 R D P66 131 aneoTaXxev 1. aneoTetXev 
7*31 K I> P66 ttoXXoi 6e cntaTcuoav ex tou oxXou 
1. ex tou oxXou 6e noXXot cntoTeuaav 
(Byz TR ttoXXoi 6e ex tou oxXou cntoTeuaav) 
7:31 r D 6 qp a c e ff 2 vg sy c, P notet 1. enotriaev 
7:32 K D P66 pc c e add 6c post n*ouoav 
7:32 K D P66 Q vnr\pera<; ot qxxptoatot xat ot apxtepetq 

1. ot apxtepetq xat ot qxzptaatot unripeTa*; 
7:35 St D 249 aur a b c e ff 2 1 rl vg sy 8 * om. npct? 
7:37 « D P66* vid e X 69 pc it vg expagev 1. expa£ev 
7:37 K* D P66* b e om. npo<j pe 
7:46 K* D P66* ourcuq av0pu>TTO<; eXaXnocv 1. eXaXnoev 

ourux; av0pumo<; (Byz TR ourtu<; eXaXtjaev avQpwncx;) 
7:47 K D X 33 pc a c e ff 2 sa om. ouv 
7:48 K D TTtorcuet 1. entoreuacv 1 

The demonstration of this relatedness is further 
reflected in the small amount of agreement K has with the 
strictly Neutral tradition against D. I note the following: 
6:10 P75 BUNa sy om. 6e or ouv post etnev 
6:47 P66 P75 B « C W L T J om. etq cue post ntoreucuv 
6:58 P66 P75 B K C W L T bo om. uyuuv post narepe? 
7:20 P66 P75 B « W L T X 33 213 1241 om. X at etnev 
7:49 P66 P75 B « W T X 33 enaparot 1. entxaraparot 
Again, as in chapter 4, all of the data point to a 
relatedness within an uncontrolled, or non-homogeneous, 
textual tradition. Besides the fact that in chapter 6, 
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where K and D have so many significant singular agreements, 
they have only a 51# total agreement, there are three other 
important factors which point to "relatedness within an 
uncontrolled tradition." 

1. There are at least five instances in chapter 6 
where K and D reflect the same textual tradition, but not 
with identical readings. 

6:1. D 6 249 2145 b e r 1 J add eiq ra pepn after 
ToXtXatoq, reflecting a textual tradition which placed the 
feeding of the five thousand on the Western side of the 
lake, near the city of Tiberias. This same tradition, 
though not read by K in verse one, is picked up in 6:23 
only by K. In place of tou tottou, it reads ovxjti?, which 
results in a reading: "Other boats came from Tiberias 
which was near where they ate . . . " 

6:23. K and D alone read a genitive absolute for 
the indicative of the rest of the MSS. 

eneXSovTcuv ouv tuuv ttXoicdv k j « 

aXXouv nXotaptuiv eXQovrwv D « b J r sy^ 

a\\a (6e) qXSev TTXoia(-apia) Pier 

6:25. K D and 28 alone of the Greeks change yeyovaq 

to a form of epxouat (k 28 nXeeq; D eXnXuQaq). It is 

possible for this to be coincidental; but the difficulty 

^°This is one of the readings selected by Boismard 
to substantiate his K D texttype. See supra, p. 25. 
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among the versions in rendering reyovat; here without 

resorting to the verb "to come," seems to indicate that R 

and D are a part of this tradition. This looks strongly 

like versional influence on the Greek at this point. 

6:6l. ervcu ouv . . . xat K* (9) <p 
«)? ouv ervcu D 

ci&od; fie Rell 
totsv 6e C 

6:71. The "surname" of Judas has the following 

variations : 

i 

IoxapiooTou P66 P75 B C W L 33 pc f 

Ioxaptcurnv Byz pier TR 

Lxaptme D aur a b ff 2 J r 1 

ano KapucuTOu K* 8 cp ey* 111 ^ 

There is no textual relatedness between D and K at this 
point, where Codex Bezae apparently is under the influence 
of the latin spelling. But K* e <p indicate that the name 
is not a surname but a town from which Judas came, as in 
"Philip of Bethsaida." What is significant is that K here 
appears to reflect a Western tradition; for in the four 
other occurrences of this name in John (12:14; 13:2, 26; 
14:22) D alone (joined by e at 13:2) reads ano Kaputurou. 
Since it is argued in this paper that N is no longer West- 
ern somewhere after 8:38, it seems clear that it is 
reflecting the Western tradition here, a tradition reflected 
by D in every other occurrence of the name in the Gospel. 

2. The number of instances in which each is the 
only Greek witness (or nearly so) to read with the Old 
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latin or Old Syriac remains at a very high level. K has 18 
In chapter 6, and 8 in chapter 7. D has 19 in chapter 6, 
and 6 in chapter 7» Many of these are quite significant 
readings (e.g., 6:15 K aur a c ff^ 1 J vg sy c tpcuyei 
1. avexmpnoev; 6:24 D b ff 2 1 r 1 eXapov eaurot? nXoiapta 
1. evcPnoev [xat] aurot ci? ra nXoiapta). 

3. The witness of P66 in these chapters also seems 
significant at this point. Through chapter 5, there are 
only four places where P66 might be considered to be pick- 
ing up a Western reading (1:3 ouoev 1. ou&e cv; 1:28 
eveveTO cv BTj0avta 1. cv Bqeavta erevero; 2:11 add npuurnv; 
4:1 Itjoouq [P66* vid ] 1. xupio?). In chapters 6 and 7 
there is a sudden increase in this strain (see 6:3* 5, 66; 
7:1, 12, 17, 29, 31, 32, 37, 37, 46). What is significant 
for the Western text here is that along with these there is 
also a sudden increase in the number of instances where P66 
reads alone, or almost alone, with either K or D. In 
chapters 6-7 there are 15 such agreements with K, and 8 
with D. The fact that such agreement should increase at 
the very point where its number of Western readings also 
increases, seems strongly to suggest that the textual tra- 
dition to which P66 is here witnessing lacks homogeneity. 



4l P66 K 6:7, 58, 64, 64; 7:3, 13, 23, 28, 30, 32, 
39, 40, 45, 46, 50. P66 D 6:10, 40, 57, 62; 7:12, 14, 
35, 42. 
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The importance of noting this lack of homogeneity in 
the Western tradition is that one must broaden his perspec- 
tive for finding this tradition in John. Although D is 
undoubtedly its leading representative, it is not neces- 
sarily a "pure" representative. If the long addition by 
D a ff 2 in 6:56 is Western, so also is the ycvrci of K aur 
a c ff^ J 1 vg sy° in 6:15. Moreover, singular agreements 
between K and P66 (e.g., 6:64 tjv o ueXXrov auror 
napa&i&oYat 1. ea-rtY o rrapaftujoajv oirrov; cf. a e q) probably 
also represent this tradition — at least in these two chap- 
ters . 

The End of the Western Text in K . As noted above, 
there is no question that in chapter 9 K is no longer a 
witness to the Western tradition (except perhaps at infre- 
quest readings). This is demonstrated not only by the 
statistics of agreements (Table IV*, p. 53), but also by Its 
sudden lack of singular agreements with D. There are three 
in chapter 9: 

9*19 ** I> syP add ei ante euro? 

9:35 K* 3> syS-P add xat ante r\xovaeY 

9:40 k* D 63 253 aur beef ff 2 1 r 1 sy 3 bo 

oa. TtZUTtX 

P66, by way of contrast, has six such readings with D, and 
only one with K, where It is also Joined by W (9:9 om. ort). 
Moreover, there is a sudden decrease in singular readings 
In & (10, with only 2 having Old Latin support); at the 
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same time, there is a like Increase of such readings in D 
(35* with 15 having Old Latin support). 

But since this analysis has been using the rather 
arbitrary device of chapter divisions, the question remains 
as to whether one can locate the exact place where K drops 
its close relationship with D. In spite of the continued 
high percentage of agreement between K and D in chapter 8, 
there are indications that the break takes place within 
this chapter- The following considerations seem to point 
to some place after verse 38 as this point of departure. 

There are six places of singular, or nearly singular, 
agreement in the chapter, but they all occur between 
verses 12-28: 

8:16 & D sj 3 - 6 on. -narnp 

8:19 K (D) P« b add xa\ einev post Ii}aou<; 

8:24 K D xp e om. pot 

8:25 KDpc etncr ouv 1. *at ctncv or ctnev 

8:27 K D 64 aur c e ff 2 1 add toy 9coy post cXcycv 

8:28 K D 28 106 add naXtv 

Beyond this point there are a number of instances 
where K and D agree with the Byzantine tradition against 
most of the early MSS. The last significant place where 
this occurs is in verse 38, where it happens three times: 

« D Byz it pou 

P66 P75 B C V L T I 1 omit 

K» D P66 N Byz it vg cajpaxarc 

P75 BCVLKXX<p33pc f bo nxouaare 
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K D C K Byz It vg uuuuv 
P66 P75 B V L T 13 omit 



Plnally, D has 23 singular readings in this chapter, 
9 of which have Old Latin and/or Old Syriac support. More- 
over seven of these latter occur after verse 38. k on the 
other hand, has 15 singular readings, with two having Old 
latin support, but none of the latter and only two of the 
former occur after verse 38. 

This evidence, coupled with that of chapter 9, 
suggests that even though one may not have certainty as to 
the exact point, the end of tt as a Western witness in John 
is circa 8:39 ff - 

There is one further factor which points to the fact 
that K is a Western text in John 1:1-8:38, and that is the 
matter of the correctors of K. Without regard to which, or 
how many, correctors are involved, the direction of the 
corrections is quite significant. 

It will be noted from the various tables of this 
chapter that the correctors in chapters 1-8 always decrease 
the amount of agreement between K and D while at the same 
time they always Increase — and substantially so — the agree- 
ment between K and every other MS. On the other hand, in 
chapter 9 the corrector increases the agreement with D as 
well. 

This clearly indicates that the first hand of K in 
chapters 1-8 is closely related to D and that the direction 
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of correction is almost always away from D rather than 

toward it. 

VI. CONCLUSIONS 

Prom the evidence presented in this chapter, the 
following conclusions are singled out because of their 
significance for the remainder of this study. 

1. It has been argued that a valid method of 
analyzing MS relationships must be based on statistics 
which try to cover the total amount of variation, not 
simply variation from a given norm. Moreover, a total 
method in this regard must also weigh, as well as count, 
variants. A method on these principles was presented, and 
when it was applied to the major MSS of the first five 
centuries, there were the following important results: 

2. Although it was not the major emphasis of this 
chapter, the statistics alone confirm the very important 
conclusion of Porter, that the Neutral texttype existed in 
a relatively pure form in P75 at least by A.D. 200. ^ 2 Not 
only do P75 and B have a consistently high relationship to 
each other, but it is also consistently higher than any 
other two MSS have with each other (including A and TR). 
To speak of P75 as a "mixed" text would seem to press the 
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See especially, "Papyrus Bodmer XV," pp. 37^-376. 
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I 

definition of that term beyond recognizable limitations. ^3 

3. Codex Sinaiticus is a leading Greek representa- 
tive of the Western textual tradition in John 1:1-8:38. 
The significance of its witness at any point of variation 
In this section of John should have this conclusion in view. 
Moreover, any further study of textual relationships in 
John, in which K is a part of the consideration, should 
also proceed with this conclusion in view. 

4. Perhaps the most significant thing about the 
Western character of K in John 1-8 is that it points up the 
lack of homogeneity which exists within this tradition. 
The facts here presented seem to indicate that there is an 
uncontrolled tradition to which certain MSS bear common 
witness, but that this tradition is not fully represented 
by any single MS or combination of MSS in the way in which 
P75 and B represent the Neutral. i 

Each of these conclusions is important as we now 
turn to the examination of P66 and P75 and their signifi- 
cance to the text critic in the search for the "original n 
text. ! 



^3see, e.g., Metzger, Text of the New Testament , 
P. 255. 



CHAPTER III 
AN ANALYSIS OP THE TEXTUAL RELATIONSHIPS OP P66 

It was observed in the preceding chapter that the 
discovery of a new MS presents the text critic with a three- 
fold task: (l) to describe the find and to determine its 
date and provenance, (2) to locate it in the history of the 
MS tradition, and (3) to evaluate its role in the search 
for the "original" text of the NT. 

The purpose of the present chapter is to attempt an 
analysis of P66 in terms of task (2). Since such an 
analysis must proceed with former studies in view, a brief 
discussion of these studies is in order. 

I. PREVIOUS ANALYSES OP P66 

Because of the extensive nature of its text and its 
early date, P66 was hailed — and rightly so — as the most 
significant textual discovery for the NT since the Chester 
Beatty papyri. As a result, it was afforded a considerable 
amount of attention within the first two years after its 
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publication. 1 

Most of this attention took the form of notices and 
preliminary evaluations as to its importance. Others were 
concerned with its witness at various specific readings .2 
Our present concern is with the more significant of those 
studies which attempted to present some form of analysis of 
the textual data of P66. 

Before noting these studies, however, a word is in 
order about the editio princeps itself. Professor Martin 
should have been, and was, commended for the speed with 
which he made an edition of the MS available for study. 
The first edition, which included John 1-14, appeared late 
in 1956. This was followed in 19 58 by a Supplement , which 
included the fragments of chapters 15-21. With the help of 
others, further fragments were identified, and a corrected 
and enlarged edition of the Supplement appeared in 1962.3 
Of still greater Importance was the appearance of the 



In 1957 and 1958 there appeared at least thirty- 
five notices and studies. P75* by way of contrast, within 
the first two years after its publication received the 
attention of only about seven studies or notices not count- 
ing Porter's dissertation. 

o 

See especially, J. Ramsey Michaels, "Some Notable 

Readings of Papyrus Bodmer II," BibTrans , VTII (1957)* 150- 
154: Robert V. Funk, "Papyrus Bodmer II and John 8:26," HTR, 
II (1958), 95-100; Edgar R. Smothers, "Two Readings in 
Papyrus Bodmer II," HTR , II (1958), 109-122. 

3purther corrections to this edition were noted by 
the co-editor, J. W. B. Barns, in Museon , DQCV (1962), 
327-329. 
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entire set of photographic facsimiles with the 1962 edition 
of the Supplement . 

The chief criticism of Martin's edition was that he 
collated it with Souter's Greek Testament. This fault was 
corrected by a new collation against Nestle' s text (22nd 
edition), presented by Kurt Aland. ^ The other fault of the 
edltio princeps was the failure adequately to have noted 
■any of the corrections of the papyrus. 5 

Because work could not be done directly from the 
photographs, all studies prior to 1962 contain some errors 
in detail, none of which, however, seriously impairs their 
general conclusions. Moreover, all of the studies of the 
first two years — and most of the important ones appeared 
during this tiae — were limited to chapters 1-14 of John. 
But again, the appearance of the later fragments, although 
adding further data, did not noticeably affect general 
conclusions. 

As noted in the preceding chapter ( supra , p. 20), 
the majority of studies suggested that the closest textual 
affinities of 266 lay with the Neutral tradition in general, 
and with Codex Sinaiticus in particular. The relationships 
suggested by Floyd V. Pilson, based partly on the work of 
Aland, more or less represent this point of view: "There 



4« 



Ein erster Bericht," cols. 168-175 . 
5see supra, p. 14, n. 24. 
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Is some degree of kinship with Codex Sinaiticua (Aleph). 
... there is no striking agreeaent with Codex Vaticanus 
(B). There seems to be some kinship with Codex Bezae (D), 
hut it is not close." 

The fact that P66 apparently failed to be an obvious 
ancestor of any of the later uncials called forth the con- 
clusion that its text was "mixed." Martin, on the basis of 
his collation, suggested that it occupied a "position inter- 
me'diaire ... par rapport aux principaux manuscrits."' 
Aland concurred: "Er fugt sich nicht in die mit dem 4. 
Jahrhundert beginnende Scheidung der Textfamilien ein, 
sondern reprasentiert die fluktuierende 'Variantenmengung 1 

der Zeit davor." 8 | 

i 

In a similar vein, A. F. J. KHJn, who approached 
the KS with the question of the origin of B in view, con- 
cluded that "in P66 we are again Cas in P^5] dealing with a 
mixed text-type. "9 In his Judgaent, however, it is less 
"mixed" than P45, and his final conclusion was that "we 
find on the whole a relatively srall number of non-neutral 
readings: thus P66 may be called neutral, in a 'non-pure 1 



A Kew Papyrus Manuscript of the Gospel of John," 
BA, XX (1957), 61. 



' Papyrus Bodaer II , p. 149. 
8n EIn erster Bericht," col. 179. 
^"Papyrus Bodmer II," p. 331. 
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way, like the witnesses of this text such as cc, c and V 

(P. 333). 

It Is probably this problem of "mixture" which has 
made the analyses of P66 appear to be so contradictory. It 
has already been noted that at least two early studies 
found the closer affinities of P66 to be with B rather than 
K (supra, p. 15). 

M.-E. Boismard 10 and W. Hartke 11 took a quite differ- 
ent stance to account for the "mixture. " Both posited an 
hypothesis that the scribe had two Vorlagen from which he 
made his original copy. Hartke, on the one hand, suggested 
that the scribe copied from a basic text (an archetype of 
V), but with constant referral to another text which had 
been imported from Rome. Boismard on the other hand, con- 
cluded that the scribe followed one Vorlage (a Neutral text 
close to B) and then the other (a Western text similar to 
K ) in clearly defined sections. Although Boismard *s study 
was limited to John 7-9* he attempted to support his hy- 
pothesis by noting ten readings throughout John 1-14 where 
he considered P66 to have conflations of readings from the 
two Vorlagen . He concluded his study with a list of 

10 "Le papyrus Bodmer II." 

^"Bemerkungen zu Papyrus Bodmer II," Forschungen 
und Fortschrltte, XXXII (1959), 122-126. This article was 
not available to me. Cf. the summary in Porter, "A Textual 
Analysis," pp. 142-143. 
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forty-nine readings previously unknown in the Greek MS 
tradition, for which he elicited support from the versions 
and Fathers, especially Tatian. 

A study by H. Ziramermann 12 attempted to note the 
significance of P66 for the history of the text of John. A 
part of this study investigated the relationship between 
P66 and K. He based this relationship first of all on some 
common readings, but his major conclusion was that P66 
shows substantially the same characteristics which consti- 
tute the peculiarities of K. He concluded that, like K, 
P66 is chiefly Neutral, with a profusion of Western read- 
ings, often under the influence of the OL. In P66 one has 
"damit zeichnet sich eine Entwicklung ab, die etwa 200 
Jahre spater im Sinaiticus noch weitaus starker ausgepragt 
ist" (p. 225). 

On the basis of his conclusion that P66 has a 
basically Neutral text after the fashion of K, Zimmermann 
further concluded that the essentials [ Hauptsache ] of the 
Neutral text existed in Egypt before 200 A.D., and that it 
can no longer be maintained that this texttype is the 
product of a fourth century recension (p. 225). 

C. L. Porter's unpublished dissertation presented a 
significant attempt to define the relationships of all the 
early MSS to one another. Since he had the advantage of 

12n Papyrus Bodmer II." 
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these earlier studies, and since his analysis was attempted 

along new lines, several of his conclusions about P66 are 

worth noting. 

The first part of his study offered a table showing 

the percentage of disagreements between P66 and the other 

early MSS. For the major MSS the disagreements with P66 

were as follows: 

P45 - 55. 2# 
P75 - 40. 8# 

K - 57.3* 

B - 40. 5# 

W - 47.9* 

But since this table pointed out no significant 
close relationships, Porter turned to an analysis of the 
agreements of P66 with one of the other early MSS against 
the rest. ?66 had more of this kind of agreements with K 
(79 Instances) and W (62 instances); he therefore concluded 
that P66 Is more closely related to these two than to any 
other MS. (There were only 7 such instances of "agreement" 
with P75, and 11 with B.) On the one hand, he noted: "The 
text of P66 is not a part of the history of the text found 
in Codex Vaticanus," nor is there any "clearly . . . close 
textual relationship" between P66 and P75. 1 ^ On the other 
hand, "the text of P66 is a part of the same textual stream 
out of which Codex Sinaiticus flows" (p. 150) . His final 
conclusion, therefore, was that "the text of P66 is not a 

^"A Textual Analysis," pp. 152-153. 
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'mixed 1 text . Its text is best described as one which lies 
in the higher reaches of the stream from which Codex 
Sinaiticus and the Washington Codex later derived. "^ 

Besides these attempts to place P66 in the history 
of the MS tradition, there have appeared three other studies 
which tried to analyze some of the individual characteris- 
tics of the text with a view to indicating its significance 
in the search for the original text of John. 

The first of these studies, and one which broke new 
ground in the analysis of the MS, was J. Neville Birdsall's 
Tyndale New Testament Lecture for lo^.^ He first 
reviewed some of the former studies and rather sharply 
criticized them for discussing and defining "such early 
evidence as this [P66] by standards of later witnesses" 
(p. 7). Especially singled out for criticism were Klljn's 
terms "less mixed" and "neutral in a 'non-pure' way." 

Birdsall then offered a brief analysis of the text 
of P66 in John 10-11 in which he concluded that textual 
analyses of such early MSS as ?66 and P45 which are based 
on relationships with later MSS lead only to an impasse. 
"We must emphasize . . . that in fact the papyrus texts are 
not contaminated varieties of the later texts which we know 
already or mixed texts made up as it were of later texts" 



^Ibld.j p. 154. Italics not in original. 



l^ The Bodmer Papyrus . 
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(p. 10). ; 

He then proposed a new method for assessing P66 by 
which Its "worth" and Its "nearness to the original" may be 
evaluated. This method was based on grammatical and exe- 
getlcal criteria derived from various studies of Johannlne 
grammar. On the basis of such criteria Birdsall concluded 
"that the papyrus probably preserves a number of original 
readings but also displays a marked tendency to smooth over 
certain harshnesses In the original text" (p. 13). His 
final conclusion was that "in an acceptable sense ... this 
is a very •mixed 1 text. It is a mixture of good and bad, 
of primitive and recensional" (p. 17). 

Along similar lines the present writer offered an 
analysis of the many corrections in P66. 1 ° It was sug- 
gested that the significance of the corrections lay not in 
the kinds of textual tradition with which they tend to 
agree, but rather in the kind of scribal or recensional 
activity which they appear to demonstrate. The conclusion 
of the study was similar to that of Birdsall, namely, that 
the direction of most of the corrections was toward a 
smoother or easier text, hot necessarily toward a certain 
textual tradition. 

E. C. Colwell offered a further study along this 



l""The Corrections of Papyrus Bodmer II and Early 
Textual Transmission,' 1 NoyT, VII (1965), PP« 247-257. 
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line in which be analyzed the scribal habits in the early 
papyri by indicating the kinds of "editorializing" one 
finds in their many singular readings. 1 7 Colwell's major 
conclusion about P66 Is that the scribe editorializes — as 
well as copies — "in a sloppy fashion" (p. 387). All three 
papyri — PA5 P66 P75 — "show that scribes made changes in 
style j in clarity, in fitness of ideas, in smoothness, in 
vocabulary" (p. 382). But in contrast to P75, where "the 
scribe's impulse to improve style is for the most part 
defeated by the obligation to make an exact copy" (p. 386), 
the scribe of F66 is careless and ineffective: "He uses up 
his care, his concern, in the production of beautiful let- 
ters" (p. 382). 

The major concern of the next chapter is to indicate 
the role of P66 in the search for the original text of John 
along the lines laid out by these last three studies. How- 
ever, before that analysis is attempted, this present chap- 
ter offers still another look at P66 in terms of its 
textual relationships. The chief reason for such an 
analysis is not simply to look for a "way out" of the ambi- 
guity of the conclusions of previous studies, but to offer 
a point of departure for the Investigation of textual 
characteristics which follows. 



^"Scribal Habits in Early Papyri: A Study in the 
Corruption of the Text," The Bible in Modern Scholarship , 
ed. J. Philip Hyatt (Nashville, 19&5), PP« 370-3^9- 
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H. TEXTUAL RELATIONSHIPS OP P66 j 



i 



In the following discussion of P66, at least three 
conclusions from the preceding chapter are of importance: 

1. The affinities between P75 and B are such that 
one may now speak of the existence of the Neutral texttype 
In a relatively pure form at least by the end of the second 
century. This does not necessarily mean that this texttype 
is either "neutral 11 or "non-recensional," since It may have 
developed In the second century. But Aland's expression 
about a "4. Jahrhundert beginnende Scheidung der Text- 
familien nl ° Is definitely not true of the Neutral texttype. 
Furthermore, the existence of a clearly-defined texttype at 
such an early date means that It is not necessarily Incor- 
rect to speak of any other known text as "mixed™ as long as 
It Is seen to be "mixed" either toward or away from this 
texttype. I 

2. Codex Sinaiticus is first of all a divided text 
in the Gospel of John. In chapters 1-8:38 its text Is 
basically Western; thereafter Its text is basically Neutral. 
Furthermore, In term3 of Its basic witness in each section, 



^"Eln erster Bericht," col. 179. Aland has contin- 
ued to maintain this position in spite of the evidence of 
P75. See especially "The Significance of the Papyri for 
Progress In New Testament Research," The Bible in Modern 
Scholarship , ed. J. Philip Hyatt (Nashville, 19^5) , 
pp. 336-337. For the discussion of this entire question, 
see Chapters V and VI of this study. 
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it 18 probably correct to call It a "mixed" text. While 
this Is easily to be seen In its Neutral section, where it 
is a secondary witness to the text of P75 and B, the ques- 
tion of mixture is more difficult In Its Western section, 
where K itself Is the earliest Greek witness to this tex- 
tual tradition. The question remains, by what standard one 
measures "mixture. 11 

3. The tentative conclusion that the Western text 
represents a non-homogeneous tradition, composed of read- 
ings found in various scattered witnesses, reflects a 
proposition formerly made by E. C. Colwell In his study of 
the origin of texttypes: "The so-called Western text . . . 
is the uncontrolled popular text of the second century. It 
has no unity and should not be referred to as the 'Western 
text. ,nl 9 He also noted that any "texttype is a process, 
not the work of one hand" (p. 136). If this be true of the 
Neutral, it Is a process which had, for all practical pur- 
poses, culminated by the end of the second century. But It 
does seem to be true of the Western and Byzantine tradi- 
tions. Therefore, It is probably valid to speak of a 
"mixed" text in the Neutral tradition. But one is not to 
consider the mixture as from another clearly defined text- 
type. It Is rather a mixture of readings , some of which 
are a part of the Western tradition, and others a part of 

19 "Orlgln of Texttypes," p. 137. 
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the process which later emerges as the Byzantine tradition. 

A chapter by chapter breakdown of the percentages of 
agreement between P66 and the other early Greek MSS is 

on 

found in Table V. Examination of the Table indicates 
that P66 is clearly a member of the Neutral tradition in 
chapters 1-5. In chapter 6 a shift takes place toward K 
in particular and the Western tradition in general. This 
remains as a pronounced feature in chapter 7. Thereafter, 
P66 reflects no clearly defined relatedness, either to a 
single MS or a textual tradition, although in general it is 
closer to the MSS of the Neutral tradition than to either D 
or the Byzantine tradition (A, TR). The clear indication 
of these general statements will be found in Table VI, 
where some composite percentages of agreement are listed. 
An examination of the nature of the relationships within 
these sections further substantiates the statistical data. 
; John 1-5 » In this section P66 has its closest 
relationship to the three major Neutral witnesses, P75 B C. 
The reason for its closer percentage of agreement with C 
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It will be noted that the percentages are only 

tabulated through John 14. There are several reasons for 
this. In the first place, P66 is fragmentary in the re- 
maining chapters of John. Secondly, P75 is entirely lack- 
ing after chapter 14. Finally, only B and K of the early 
uncials do not suffer major lacunae in these chapters. The 
analysis of P66 after chapter 14, therefore, must be more 
specifically indicated, such as in the discussion below of 
chapter 19, pp. 113 ff. 



86 



£ $ 



o o 

d '& 






CM 
Ov 



v5 









o 



& d $ 3 



o 

■1 



CO 



CM 

3 S 



r- 



^13 



eo \a 



*n 




2 



c«- O 

• • 

1A 



CM 



£ 



o 



irv 



CO 

o 
in 



cm irv 

• • 

0\ CM 

^3 V\ 



yo 


CO 


• 


• 


.9 


H 

NO 


r— 


CN 


• 


• 


irv 


v\ 


1A 


ir» 



CM -=t 



CM 



CN HC- 

A % s 



p 



o 
ir» 



<A 




irv 

NO 




5 



s 



3 






OS 
NO 



no irv 



ft 



VO 



O 



\0 vO 



1A 
NO 



CM 

NO 



CM 

NO 



irv cm 



c-v 

NO 



CM 
NO 



irv no 

• • 

c— c\ 



H C«- iH 



CM 

NO 
NO 



CO CO 



CM 

NO 



CM 

NO 



o 

1A 

.=* 
•- 

C— 



NO 



C"V 



nS tf 



1A 
CM 



CO 
CM 



CO 

C— 



CM 






co eo no *^ 



NO 

1A 



CM 

C"V 
NO 



CO 



r- 



3 3 



3 nS 



CM t- 

• • 

ov irv 

-«• in 



eo 






1A 
ft 



fc 



8 



CM 
1A 



VN 



Ox 

NO 



3 3 



NO 



irv Ov 



o 

CM 



o 

CM 



3 



CN 
CO 



CM NO CO CO 



Ov 

• • 

en co 

en NO 



CO NO 

• • 

en NO 



• en 
o • 

o eo 



o o 

A 3 



en 

CO 

-a 



^ ^ NO 



en 



- o- *0 







l-H CJ O O 

a 43 o a 
xi . *» •+» 

§*< c 
o tj o 
Pi vi a o 




bS 



m 



** 



o 
as 



87 




co cm no no 



CM 


ft 


3 


O 


& 


-3 


o 

• 

-3 


NO 

• 

vrv 


o 

ft 


• 

no 


• 

S3 


• 

3 


H 

• 

no 


• 
o 


CM 

• 


3 


CN 
ft 


• 



3 



1A 



On 



On 



o in 



V\ NO 



f>"k 



o 



-3 S3 



J 3 3 



On 
CO 

f>"k 



C\ *""k 



H 
f>"k 



3 



1A 



•8 



» 2 

i 




CM 

-3 



R 



CM 
1A 



O 



CM 
3 



CM 

-3 



CO 



o 



CM In CO 



CM 



CO 
-3 *n 



3 3 



3 & * 



3 3 3 3 



CO 



f» NO 



**% CO o\ 

• • • 

s s ft 



t- o 

ft 3 

On O 

i ft 



CO CO 



3 3 3 3 3 



f>"k 






X» 







NO -=* 

• • 

On V\ 

vrv no 



NO 



CM 
1A 



CO CM 



■u\ 



CM 



CN. 



CM C"k 

• • • 

3 3 3 



ft 



o 

NO 

in 



3 



o 



CM 
f"k 



f"k 

CM 



CO 

in 



o 



CO 
CM 



NO 

• 
CM 
CM 




CM 



f"k 



o 
o 



04. 



o o 



CO CO 



<A 


ON 


co 


ft 


a 


"& 
**>, 


o 

i 


t-i 
3 


On 

• 


o 

3 


• 

o 


• 
p"k 


« 


% 


o 
as 


< 


o 


Q 



f>"k o. 



f>"k 



f>"k 

§5 






88 



T1BU5 VI 

SOE COMPOSITE PERCENTAGES OF AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN P66 AID OTHER EARLY IBS 
NOTEt The figures represent: number of variat ion-unit s/nunber 
of agreements (percentage of agreement) 



TR 

P75 
B 

K* 
»c 

A 
C 
D 
V 



TR 

P75 

B 

K* 

K c 

1 

C 

D 

V 

PU5 



John 1-5 
P66* P66c 

179/92 (51.U) 179/9U (52.5) 

178Al6(65.2) 178/123(68.7) 

179A09(60.9) 179/116(65.2) 

179/65 (36.3) 179/58 (32.U) 

179/85 (U7.5) 179/82 U5.8) 

179/83 (U6.1;) 179/89 (U9.9) 

112/77 (68.8) 112/79 (70.5) 

122/35 (28.7) 122/35 (28.7) 

179M (52.5) 179/92 (51.20 

John 8-Ui 



P66* 

361/168(1;6.5) 
257/l25(l;8.6) 
363/L7U(U8.2) 
360/I60 (1&.1;) 
360/357 0i3.3) 
32liM3(W*.l) 
359/59 (37.1) 
359/350(111.8) 
360/355(U3.1) 
73/26 (36.6) 



P66C 
361/185(51.2) 
257/129(50.2) 
361/175(U8.3) 
360/l7C(U7.2) 
360/168 (U6.7) 
32V35Ii(Ii7.5) 
159/67 (Ii2.1) 
359/15KU2.1) 
360/l73(U8.1) 
73/30 (U2.3) 



John 6-7 
P66* P66C 

123/55(1^.7) 123/65(52.9) 

112/39(3li.8) 112/52(U6.U) 

123/5KIA.5) 123/59(U8.0) 

123/70(56.9) 123/67(5U.5) 

123/69(56.1) 123/78(63.U) 

3Vl9(55.9) 3V2K61.8) 

38M(36.9) 38/l6(U2.1) 

123/50(U0.7) 123A6(37.U) 

123/19(39.9) 123/56(15.5) 

John 1-lli 



P66* 

663/3l5(U7.5) 
5U7/28o(51.2) 
663/33li(50.U) 
662/295(Wi.6) 
662/311(U7.1) 
537/2l£U5.6) 
309/350(U8.5) 
60lj/235(38.9) 
662/298 05.0) 



P66« 

663/3bk($1.9) 
5U7/30U(55.6) 
663/35KS2.9) 
662/295M.6) 
662/328(1^.5) 
537/26U(l9.2) 
309/162 (52.U) 
60lj/232(38.U) 
662/32l(U8.5) 
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is easily explained. P66 fails to read with P75 B at six 
significant variants where they agree almost alone (1:13; 
4:11, 42, 52; 5:11* 19). 21 

The closer relationship of P66 to P75 than. to B is 
also easily explained. P75 and B have their least close 
relationship in John 1 (68.4#), and where they disagree, 
P66 more often sides with P75 than with B. 

There is scarcely any significant relationship 
between ?66 and the Western MSS in this section. There are 
six instances where P66 and K read alone (or almost so) 
among the Greek witnesses: 

1:28 P66 K* a b e r* eyevero ev Br\Qavia 
1. «v Bn0avta eyeve-ro 

1:33 P66 K X add rw ante u6<xti 

2:11 P66* (■«*) f q add ttpojtiiy 

4:23 P66* K* 254 aurcu 1. aurov 

5:6 P66* K 053 1321 sa e ora. tj&t) 

5:25 P66 K* om. ot ante axowavTeq 
But of these only 2:11 is significant in terms of estab- 
lishing textual relationships. The final three are 



21 

Whether P75 B or P66 C et al. are the best repres- 
entatives of the Neutral tradition at these points is a 
further question which is not at issue here. (However, see 
infra , p. 121, n. 3.) Furthermore, it is my observation 
that Codex C deserves a closer examination in John as one 
of the "purer" representatives of the Neutral texttype. 
This is especially true in the chapters where P75 is lack- 
ing. C here appears to have a much closer relationship to 
B than does K. See supra , p. 55, n. 38. 
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corrected either in P66 or k, or in both, and each instance 
probably reflects independent agreement of a "scribal 
error" type of reading. 

There are two instances of singular agreement with D, 

4:15 P66* D bxfuaw 1. bifm 

5:18 P66 D sy c o» louoatot ejijrouv aurov 
1. cJhtow awor o* Iou6atot 
and a single instance of agreement with W and the OL (1:17 
add 6c). In addition, P66 has two readings where it is 
Joined by a combination of Western witnesses: 22 

1:3 P66 K D X pc ouoev 1. ou6e ev 

4:1 P66**i d R D e A X 565 pc ItP 1 vg sy« o Inaou<; 

1. O KU01O; 

Only two (2:11 and 4:1) of this entire group of 
readings are of any significance in terms of textual 
relationships. 

The lack of a higher percentage of agreement with 
the Neutral MSS, therefore, does not appear to be due to an 
appreciable mixture of Western readings. It seems rather 
to be the result of two other factors: First, P66 is not 



^The reading of o Itjoouc; for ?66* in 4:1 is not 
self-evident; it Is not so noted in the editlo prlnceps , 
nor in the articles calling attention to corrections missed 
in the edition (see supra , p. 14, n. 24). But the correc- 
tion seems quite certain. One may observe how unlike every 
other kappa on this page is the kappa of the xlf. (Note 
also the kappa in the xe on the following page in v. 11.) 
Moreover, the downstroke of what is now a kappa is 
Identical to the lota of 7q directly beneath it. 
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closely related to any individual MS of the JJeutral tradi- 
tion. It was noted above that it fails to follow P75 and B 
in readings where they show a very clear textual relation- 
ship. Secondly, and more significantly, rG6 varies froa 
the Neutral tradition in a considerable noaoer of readings 
of the type which are often supported by the bulk of the 
Byzantine tradition and which frequently find their way 
into the TR. The best indication of this is seen by exam- 
ining the instances in John 1-5 where P66, supported by 
several or the majority of later witnesses, differs from 
P75 B: (In each Instance the reading of P75 B and support- 
ing witnesses is given first and that of ?66 and supporting 
witnesses is found below.) 

1:13 cycvn9TjoaY P75 B* A A 69* 247 
«Yewn9TioaY P66 K D C ¥ L pi TS 

1:32 ax; P75 B K A C ¥ L K 083 pm 
©act P06 P K D M Byz TR 

1:35 Ioxxvyik P75 B L 28 

o IaxzwTjs P66 K A C ¥ 083 Byz TR 

1:46 o *tXtTmo<; P75 B P66 c L 33 579 
♦iXittttos P66* UVZ Byz TR 

1:49 paotXem; ct P75 B A V L 1 33 579 pc 
ct o gaatleix; P66 a e X Byz TR 

2:15 Ta xcppara P75 B P66 c L V X 083 33 579 PC 
to xeppa P66* K A N P T Byz TR 

3:20 omit P75 BRAV083 Byz TR 

ort TTOYTipa cortv P66 P36 P63 L 8 A T 33 1241 <p pc 

4:5 ° P75 B K A T 083 Byz TR 
ou P66 C D ¥ L N 8 pa 
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4:11 omit P75 B sy* 

n Yuvq P66ACDWL8T 083 Byz rell TO 
cxctvq K» 

4:14 ttfr\aex P75 B S A D L T 083 pa 
Bttn^n P66 W I Byz TO 

4:30 c£n>.6ov P75 B A 8 T pier 

c^t^oy oov P66 UNA pa 18 
xat e(i)^ e <>v C D 

4:39 a P75 B K C L pc 

00a P66 ADVN8T083ByzTO 

4:42 re P75 B A C ¥ L T 083 Byz TO 
6c P66 D H E A pc 

4:42 rt)v XoXior oou P75 B 

rqv at^Y XaXtav P66 A C V 8 Byz TO 

ttjv otjv paprupiav K* D b 1 r 1 

4:50 ov P75 B A C L 8 T 083 pc 
m P66 D V N Byz TO 

4:51 omit P75 B L N 083 pc 

xat ontiYYetlav P66 A C V (K D] Byz TO 

4:52 cxetvnv P75 B 

nap avmuv P66 UCDVL rell TO 

4:53 nartip P75 BKADVLBTByzTO 

narrip aurou P66 C N 0125 <p pc 

4:53 cxetvn P75 BsCpc 

cv cxeivt) P66 A D V L 8 T Byz TO 

5:11 o? 6e P75 B A 

o Be P66 8 C V L pm 
omit D Byz it TO 

5:17 o 6c P75 B K W 1241 

o 6e Itjoox*; P66 A C D L N 8 Byz TO 

5:19 omit P75 B 

o Inaous P66 K D A W rell TO 

5:37 exetvoq P75 B « V L pc 

auro<; P66 A N 8 Byz TO 
excivoq auro^ D 

It will be readily observed that the majority of 
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these are of the "less significant" type of variation. Two 
Involve the addition/omission of the article with proper 
names; two involve the addition or alteration of conjunc- 
tions; two others involve the attraction of relative pro- 
nouns; in three the subject has been added; one is a change 
from the future indicative to the aorist subjunctive in an 
emphatic negation; another adds cv with the dative of time; 
another is the addition of the possessive pronoun; and 
three reflect alternative words or spellings for similar 
expressions. i 

Hiis does not mean, of course, that P66 is a "Byzan- 
tine" MS. In chapter 1 alone there are 28 places where P66 
reads with P75 B against the Byzantine tradition, and many 
of these are significant variants (1:18 9eo<; 1. uio?; 1:27 
om. <xuto<; eariv; 1:27 oo. o? eunpoaSev uou ycyovgv; 1:30 
vmcp 1. nept; 1:37 position of aurou; 1:39 o^caSc 1. 
tocre; 1:41 npajTOY 1. TTptnro?; 1:49 arrexptOn avrw KaQavar\\ 
1. anexptdri NaQavanX xat Xeyet aimo; 1:51 om. an aprt). 
But the foregoing list does indicate that the greatest 
amount of mixture in P66 is of the "Byzantine type" of 
reading. I 

It will be further observed that the great majority 
of readings in this list are clearly secondary to P75 B 
(on the basis of the criterion, "Which reading best explains 
the existence of the other?"). And almost always the varia- 
tion is in the direction of a smoother, easier, or fuller 
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text. 

A clear example of this kind of variation, where P66 
has a "Byzantine type" of reading but Is not necessarily 
related to the Byzantine MSS, Is 5:11. The o Be of P66 « 
C V et al., appears to be a half-way house between the 
probably original o? 6c of P75 B A and the full Byzantine 
resolution — the elimination of the relative or substantival 
article altogether. 3 

Apart from chapters 6 and 7 (and to a smaller degree 
chapters 11 and 12), this kind of "mixture" appears to be 
the chief reason In P66 for variation from the Neutral 
tradition In the remainder of the Gospel of John. 

John 6-7 . As suggested in the preceding chapter 
( supra , p. 62), there Is in P66 a definite increase of 
readings from the Western tradition in these two chapters. 
The clear indication of this is the sudden increase of 
Instances where P66 reads alone (or nearly so) with either 



2 3rh e choice of o<; 6e as original rests chiefly on 
the canon ardua lectio potior . "John" never elsewhere uses 
the relative in this manner, and he rarely so uses the 
article. The only instance of o 6e with anoxpivsaQcu , if 
P75 B K W may. be trusted, is in 5:17. (Here.P66 re 11 com- 
pensate by adding the subject iTpouq, a form which occurs 
but eight times in John". In every other occurrence of 
aTioxpiYcoGai in the gospel, the verb stands first and is 
followed by the subject, when expressed. Therefore, a 
scribe would scarcely change o 6c to oc; 6c (even by error), 
and the addition of either would be wholly out of keeping 
with Johannine style. See the more detailed discussion of 
this variant in Chapter VT, pp. 240-241. 
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K or D, or with both together, against the rest of the 
textual tradition: 

6:7 P66 k e add ouv p. anexptOn 

6:58 P66* K* xarapa tvurv 1. xaraBa<; 

6:64 P66 k an apxns !• c$ apxns 

6:64 P66 K a e q rtq nv ueXXuuv aurov napaotCovat 
1. Ttq eortv o Trapafcutoiuv aurov 

7:3 P66 K 28 185 sy° ot aoeXqiot aurou npo<; aurov 
1. npo<; aurov ot aSeXipot aurou 

7:13 P66 K 544 q nept aurou eXaXet 1. cXaXet nept aur. 

7:23 P66 K 9 add o ante Mcuuaeux; ; 

I 
7:28 P66 K 544 a\r\Qr\<; 1. aXn©tvo<; 

7:30 P66* k saP fc ot 6c e£nrouv l. eJnTOuv ouv 

7:32 P66 K 8 sa bo raura nept aurou 1. tt. aurou raura 

7:39 P66 k 157 249 aur c ff 2 1 q eXeyev 1. cittcv 

7:45 P66 8 e r 1 Xeyouatv 1. etnov 

7:46 P66* K* sy 8 uu<; ouro? XaXet o av0pumo<; (D on. o 

avepumo*;; Byz TR om. XaXct; P66 c P75 B W L pc 

omit clause) 
7:50 P66 K f (e q) etrrev 6e 1. Xevet : 

6:10 P66 D G pc it ouv 1. 6e (AW Byz TR) or omit 

(P75 B8LK) j 

6:40 P66 D A X pc b sy 8 om. eyou i 

1 

6:53 P66 Da ro atua aurou TTtqrc 1. tt. aurou to atua 
6:57 P66 D q> pc arreaTaXxev 1. aneoretXev 
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> 6:62 P66 DO onou 1. ou 
7:12 P66* D e syc om. noXu<; 
7:14 P66* D 9 565 X q> ueaa£ouaTK 1. ueoouaTi<; 
7:42 P66 D U X <p 124 157 otn. tou 

6:3 P66 K D <p exa©e£eTO 1. exa©nfo 

6:5 P66* kt D it oxXoq ttoXu? 1. noXu? oxXo? 

6:66 ?66 KD8q>pcbcfl add ouv 

7:1 P66 K* D 248 314 892 it omit xat 

7:13 P66 8 D 33 it vg syCP tou oxXuj 1. Tot? oxXot? 

7:17 P66 K D omit tou 

7:29 P66 K D 131 anearaXxev 1. anearctXcv 

7*31 P66 K D noXXot 6e cniorcuoav ex tou oxXou 

i 

1. ex tou oxXou 6c ttoXXoi cnioTcuoav 
7:32 P66 tt D pc c e add 6c p. nxouaav 
7532 P66 K D uiTT]pcTa<; ot <paptaatot xai ot apxtepct? 

1. ot apxtepetq xat ot qpaptaaiot unnpeTaq 
7:37 P66* vid K D 9 1 22 69 pc it vg expa£ev 1. cxpa^cv 
7:37 P66* K* D b e om. npo<; ue 
7:40 P66* K D (it) auTOu ftuv Xoy^v toutidv 

1. tojv Xoytcv toutujv (TO rov Xoyov ) 
7:46 P66* k* D outuj^ avepcuno? eXaXrjaev 1. eXaXnacv 

outdo? av©ptoTTo^ (Byz TO outcu? cXaXqacv av8pumo?) 
Although most of these are the less significant of 
the Western readings in these two chapters (one -third of 
them involve word order alone), they are of such quantity 
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that there can be little question that P66 here has a 

strong mixture of Western readings. 

1 However, along with this Influx of Western readings 

into Its text, P66 continues to have a steady mixture of 

the "Byzantine type" of reading: 2 * (Again., only those 

readings are cited where P66 differs from the Neutral 

tradition, usually as represented by P75 B, and is supported 

by a majority of later KSS.) 

6:2 eBewpouv P66c P75 B A D L 8 T N 053 PC 
eoDptDY P66* k Byz TR 
eeoupovYTeq y 

6:10 ox; P75 BKDWL579 
eoei P66 A © Byz TR 

6:42 oux* P75 B T 

oux P66 UCDV Byz TR 

6:49 cv Tm epTiuco to pavvo BC T W D b c e 

to uavva cv tw epnuto P06 X A L Byz it^ 1 TR 

6:55 aXn0n<; 10 P66 c P75 B C W L pm 
aXtjOuj? P66* K* D 8 Byz TR 

6:57 Inoet P75 B K C L T K K pc 
JnoeTat P66 W Byz TR 
in D b q 

6:58 Et^ei P75 BSCVLTpa 

InoeTat P66 DSHD Byz TR 

6:71 TTapa&toovat aurov P75 B C D W L H 69 124 pc 
outoy napa&t6ovat P66 K Byz TR 

7:3 ecoopnaouaiv P75 B (k*) D W L M N A pc 
eeoDpncaxjtv P66 8 X Byz TR 



2 *Some of the "Western" readings given above are 
also of this type. Cf., e.g., the five instances of the 
addition of a conjunction (6:7, 10, 66; 7:32, 50). 
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7:12 aXXot 6c P75BV6TNXX ItPl IB 
aXXot Pb6 K D L Byz pier 

7:16 Iijoous B x 33 

o Itjoou^ P66 D L T V 8 Byz TR 

7:29 «Y« P75 B V L T Byz 

cr« 6e P66 « D N X X 33 pm TR 

7:39 o P75 B E K K S U V a pc 
ou P66 kDVL Byz TR 

7:39 omit P66<5 P75 * T K 8 T H 42 91 arm 

ariov P66* UN Byz TR 

aytov fce&opcror B 053 254 e q syi^l- 11 

aytov en aurois D f 

1-Al ot 6e P66 c P75BVLNTI833X565 ItPl 
aXXot P66* k D Byz r* sy 
aXXoi 6c 71 485 5^3 pm TR 

7:42 epxerat o xpiotos P75 B W L T 33 1071 c vg 
o XPioros cpxerai P66 K D N X Byz ItPl TR 

As In chapters 1-5 the majority of these are of the 
less Important type of variant, and they again are chiefly 
secondary to the readings of F75 B. This strain of read- 
ings, therefore, continues much the same In these two 
chapters as In chapters 1-5 and, as will be shown later, 
continues with varying degrees of frequency throughout the 
Gospel. 

These two lists clearly show that the basic reason 
for the sudden shift in the percentage of agreements which 
P66 shows in John 6 is the result of mixture from the 
Western textual tradition. (Note how often even in the 
second list P66 agrees with li or D or both against the 
Neutral MSS.) In order to gain a clear perspective both of 
the full extent of this mixture, as well as of the nature 
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of the relationships between ?66 and individual KSS, a 
comparable list of 266 tt and/or D singular agreements for 
the remaining chapters of John is helpful: 
8:23 P66 r* 157* ow 1. xai 
8:24 P66 K 140 244 348 pc a e om. ouv 
9:9 P66 K ¥ it om. ort 
11:14 P66 r* oat. o ante Inoou? 
11:35 P66* r» om. o ante Iijoovs 
12:18 P66 R aurov touto 1. touto aurov 
14:15 P66 R 33 PC rnpnonTc 1. rnptiaerc or rr\Qr\aarc 
16:15 P66 r» omit verse 
16:24 P66 R* ¥ atrnaaoec 1. atretre 
17:12 P66* r* sy 3 om. »(ou^) 6e6»xaq pot 
17:23 266 R ¥ 1 not 1. tva (or itai tva) 
19:3 P66 r gaotXeu 1, paotXcu^ 
19:15 P66* R ¥ ot be cXcyoy 1. expauYaaav xat exetvot 

8:35 266 D 070 pc a ff 2 vg add 6e 

8:39 266 D e add ouv 

8:42 P66 D <p c e f f f 2 1 q ou 1. ou6e 

8:44 P66 D r 053 oXtiSeia oux cortv 1. oux eonv 

aXqOeta 
8:48 P66 D L 0124 pc aur c r* nuciq Xcyopcv 

1. Xeyopcv npei? 
8:53 P66* D a on 1. oortq 
9:10 P66 D b rl bo ctnav 1. eXeyov 
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9:18 P66 D X pc ou l.'orou j 

9:19 P66 D eTTTiptDTTioav 1. j\Qwrr\aaY 

9:27 P66 D a e r 1 OcXctc naXtv 1. naXtv OeXere | 

9:28 P66 D 8 053 pc a b c ff 2 vg exctvou et 

1. ct exctvou 
9:38 P66 D it nX6ov etq tov xoapov toutoy 
1. et? tov xoopov toutov tiXOov 
10:4 P66 D 8 124 700 b c ff 2 i q aurou Tqv (poovriv 

1. rqv (panrriv aurou 
10:10 P66 D ff2 om. xat neptooov exs>nev 

i 

10:16 P66 D add 6e 

11:7 P66 D P45 435 ctra 1- enctra | 

11:28 P66 D W add on ' 

11:30 P66 D Inoou? eXtiXu9ct 1. eXqXueet Inoou? 

11:32 P66 D X 579 pc q p r 1 om. auroo 

i 
11:33 P66 D P45 ouvcXTiXueora? 1. ouvcXeovrat; 

11:37 P66 D It gittoy e$ aunuv 1. e? aurvuv etnov 

11:45 P66 D P45 ab f rl ctspaxore? 1. xat eeaaapevot 

11:51 P66 D om. exetvou 

11:52 P66 D P45 eaxopTTtapeva 1. fttcoxopnta^eva 

12:2 (P66) D om. r\ ante Kap9a j 

12:3 P66* D 1194 b c e ft 2 r* om. vap6ou 

12:19 P66* D 579 1241 ace aurouq 1. caurou? 

12:26 P66 D W X 1093 pc a b c e rl gy<d etpt 1. etut cyod 

12:30 P66 D It nXGev 1. YeYovev 

12:31 P66 D pXnQn^cTat 1. cxBXnQnocTat 



101 

12:31 P66» D W b ff 2 1 rl vg om. toutoo 

12:40 P66* D a e f 1 add pn ante voqouKJtv 

13:10 P66 D 8 235 sys add uovov 

13:34 P66 (D) pc it add cy» 

15:7 P66 D e om. uutv 

15:8 P66 D 254 uou 1. euot 

15:17 P66* D e om. tvo 

15:24 P66 D it om. xat 

1 16:21 P66 D 246 it syS quepa 1. oupo 

17:10 P66* vld D e6o§aoa? ue 1. bebolaa\iai 

17:14 P66* D D* 69 om. xaeuuq ... xoauou 

18:9 P66 D 8 42 122 eouuxaq 1. oe&uuxaq 

10:25 P66 K D om. aurot? 
12:32 P66 K* D 56 it vg navra 1. navra? 
15:13 P66 k* D* 6 a b c e ff 2 om. rt<; 
18:10 P66 K D 242 it 6ouXov rou apxtepcui? 1. tou 
apxtepeux; ftouXov 
At least two important conclusions may be reached 
from the foregoing sets of lists: 

1. In contrast to chapters 1-5, a much greater part 
of the variation in P66 from the Neutral tradition in chap- 
ters 6-20 is in favor of a mixture of Western readings. 
These are more abundant in chapters 6-7* but remain in 
varying degrees throughout the rest of the Gospel (espe- 
cially in chapters 11-12). A sufficient number of these 
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readings are of such significance as to indicate that a 
mixture of patently "Western" readings is involved 
(cf. 6:6k} 7:40; 11:45; 12:30, 40; 13:10; 16:21). 

2. The nature of the relationship between P66 and 
K is more clearly brought into focus. It is probably safe 
to say .that a significant relationship between these two 
MSS exists only in John 6-7. The only important unique 
agreement they have after these chapters is the common 
omission of 16:15. But rather than to explain this in 
terms of textual relatedness, as does Porter, 2 5 it seems 
more likely that this is an independent case of homoi- 
oteleuton, the kind of error to which the scribes of both 
MSS are commonly addicted. 

Furthermore, the relationship which does exist 
between P66 and K in John 6-7 is to be explained in terms 
of a "mixture" of Western readings in P66, in a section 
where k is already a decidedly Western text. 2 ** The lack of 



2 5"A Textual Analysis," p. 150. Apart from his list 
of "agreements against the rest" (see supra , pp. 32-33 )> 
this is the one reading he singles out in the entire Gospel 
as an argument for relatedness. 

26 Porter ("A Textual Analysis," pp. 149-150) ob- 
served the increase of agreements between P66 and K in chap- 
ter 7, but as to the reasons for this phenomenon, he con- 
cluded: "There is not enough evidence available to reach a 
decisive conclusion," (p. 150). This hesitation is proba- 
bly the result of his methodology. The data seem clearly 
in favor of his first alternative: "It might be taken as 
an indication that cither the text of P66 or the text of 
Codex Sinaiticus changes in chapter seven." It is the text 
of P66 which changes. .. • 
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any close relatedness beyond this point is due to the fact ! 

that, in spite of a continuing mixture of Western readings 

in P66, k is no longer Western. 2 ? I 

» 
Something should be said at this point about 

Boismard's hypothesis that the mixture in P66 is the result 

of the scribe's having followed two Vorlagen in clearly 

defined sections. Although the MS as it now stands appears 

to indicate that two Vorlagen were used, the second one 

probably was not used for the original , but for corrections 

only. 28 \ 

Ihere are at least two reasons for finding a hypoth- 
esis other than Boismard's for the mixture in P66. In the 
first place, Boisraard himself qualifies his hypothesis by 
noting that "meme quand il adopte l'un des textes, P Ip66] 
garde des traces du texte concurrent, dans une proportion 
plus ou raoins forte. " 2 9 Either this is the case, or else 
the two Vorlagen were themselves mixed texts; for clearly- 
defined sections of Western text simply cannot be found. 

In the second place Boismard is correct in looking 



'In chapters 9-21, where P66 and K are both basic- 
ally Neutral with varying degrees of mixture, each has a 
closer relationship to B than either has with the other. 
In the numerous instances where either MS varies from B, 
each does so more often without the support of the other, 
than they do together. 

2 See infra , pp. 16? ff . for the discussion of the 
corrections. 

2 9"Le Papyrus Bodroer II," p. 389, n. 1. 
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for evidences of conflation, and one should expect these. 
If his hypothesis were valid. However, his list of ten 
such readings is less than convincing. Three of them are 
the result of errors in the edltlo princeps (4:15; 6:58; 
11:2). In 4:15 the original reads 6ttno» with D, not 
tifwam (as Martin). The m of the present text is clearly 
secondary, and traces of the i) are still to be seen under 
it. The reading in 6:58 was simply a transcriptional error 
on the part of the editor. In 11:2 the original text of 
?66 reads i)( xai a6e\vo; ve Aa£apo; aoSetwr . Even if this 
is a contamination of the "Prater eius erat ille Lazarus 
qui infirmabatur" of the Liege MS of the Diatessaron and 
the Sinaitic Syriac, the present text is not a conflation 
of two MS traditions, but a correction from one reading to 
another. 

The rest of Boismard's "conflate* readings are 
equally dubious. One wonders, for example, how "Western" 
is the addition of Inooix; in 6:6l, which is supported only 
by Nonnus and one MS of the Ethiopic version, or the ou pt| 
apnaaq of 10:28, where D is supported by K, L, and X. The 
double oufievt in 8:33 may be explained as a conflation of 
two MS traditions, but how does one explain the similar 
repetition of Inoou^ (without correction) by A in 2:13 or 
of the oux ex«fe by K* in 5:42? Furthermore, it should be 
noted that where the scribe does create a conflate reading 
in his corrections (14:14 touto cy»), the one reading («y«) 
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is not strictly Western, where It Is read by D K W Q and 
the entire Byzantine tradition, and the other reading 
(tovto) Is supported by A and c q r* vg as well as by P75 
B L T et al. 

Although his work is helpful in many ways, 
Boismard's major hypothesis seeas to fall short of clear 
demonstration. The change in P66 is probably to be 
accounted for in terns of a mixture which existed already 
in the Vorlage from which the scribe was caking the origi- 
nal copy. Furthermore, except for chapters 6-7, the 
greater amount of mixture In F66 is not from readings of 
the Western tradition. 

As will be shown in the analysis of the remaining 
chapters of John, P66 retains a higher mixture of Western 
readings than appears in chapters 1-5, but the increase of 
"Byzantine-type" readings is a much more significant factor. 

John 8-9 . Table V (pp. 86-87) indicates that In 
these two chapters P66 has no close relationship to any 
single MS, although it is closer to the Neutral HSS than it 
is to D. An examination of selected readings suggests that 
the basic pattern of relationships is similar to that of 
chapters 1-5, not 6-7. The chief difference is the in- 
crease in the number of variants where P66 reads alone (or 
almost so) with D among the Greeks (twelve instances; see 
the list on pages 99-100). Besides these and the two 
agreements with K (8:23,24), there are two other readings 
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which may reflect the Western tradition :3° 

9:18 P66* 9 565 660 it bo oa. tou araBXefarroq 
9:27 P66 22 aur bee ff 2 1 oa. oux 

It is at once clear, however, that the relationship 
of P66 to the text later found in D is slight indeed in 
comparison with chapters 6-7. 3* Even in the sections where 
Boismard considers P66 to be following a Western Vorlage 
(9:l8b-19 and 9:26b-39), the relationship is so slight that 



3°Boisoard, n Le Papyrus Bodser II," pp. 3S6-337, 
also includes as "Western* the emission of cutokj in 9:30, 
as well as the touto 1. cv toutoj and the unique word order 
xat etnev o cv0parno<; 1. o avSparrcos xat einev. But the 
methodology here seems open to question. Boismard recon- 
structs the "Western" reading from four separate readings 
variously found in D, Nonnus, Tatian, and some of the ver- 
sions, but supported In toto by none of them. 

Die "agreement 1 ' of P66 and D in omitting aurotq 
seems doubtful, since P66 does so in an altered word order. 
It would seem also that the reconstruction of a "Western" 
reading so scrambled as the one Boismard presents must take 
place at a more significant point than at one of the Johan- 
nine formulae for introducing direct discourse. Cf. Klijn, 
"Papyrus Bodmer II," pp. 329-330, where he argues for P66 D 
relatedness from a similar variation in 10:3-^. Klijn here 
has misread D, and Birdsall, The Bsd=er Papyrus , p. 15, has 
correctly offered that "we have here . . . independent 
attempts at assimilation" (although Birdsall, too, has 
Incorrectly cited D) . Relatedness at a point like this 
must be found in MSS which clearly agree, such as the 
unusual (for John) formulation, ancxpteij xat ctrrev (o) 
Itioouq, of P75 B (L 157 1321) at 12:30. 

Of the twelve "singular" agreements, five involve 
word order, two add a conjunction, one involves a compound 
verb form, two are shorter forms of similar expressions, 
one replaces an imperfect with an aorist, and one involves 
a correction in P66 of the kind which indicates a scribal 
error rather than a change to another textual tradition, 
dese are scarcely the kind of readings on which textual 
relationships may be built. 
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he must use Tatian, the Fathers, and various readings from 

the versions to find readings to support his theory. But 
however slight this relationship may be, it is greater here 
than in chapters 1-5. 

The fact that P66 is still basically Neutral may be 
seen in the number of readings it shares with this tradi- 
tion against most of the rest: 

8:19 ov Ti6etre P66 P75 P39 B W L N T X T 33 pc itP 1 

i)oetre ov K 8 Byz TR \ 

noetre D 209 b e f fr \ 

8:23 toutou tou xoauou P66 P75 B W T 13 124 1010 3293 
tou xoauou toutou K D L 8 N X Byz TR 

8:25 etncv P66 P75 BWLTX9X69 124 pc 

cineY ouv K D 249 892 1241 

xat etncv N Byz TR 

i 

8:25 Inaou? P66* P75 B 476 j 

o Inaouq P66 c K D W L 8 N Byz TR ; 

8:28 omit P66* B W L T 1 565 1241 

aurots P66 c P75 K D N X 8 Byz TR [ 

I 

8:28 oTt P66 P75 B sa bo 

omit KDWLTNXSByzTR 

i 

8:34 Itjoou? P66 (P75) B 0l4l ; 

o Inoou? K CDWLNX8 Byz TR 

8:38 a eym P66 P75 B K C W 565 bo 
t cytu a D L N X 8 pc i 

eyoD o Byz TR 

8:38 naTpt P66 P75 B C W L T X 213 rl 1 vg 

naTpt uou K.D6 T N Byz TR 

8:38 tou naTpoq 20 P66 P75 B 8 C W L T X K 8 565 PC 
to) naTpt D N T Byz TR 

8:38 omit P66 P75 B W L T 
uumv K C D 8 N Byz TR 
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8:52 etnav P66 B R C W e 579 aberl 

ctnav ouv P75 D L N X Byz itPl TR 

9:^ r\\ia<i . . . npa? P66 P75 «* W L sa 
f)pa<; . . . pe B D 0124 bo 
cpc ... ye A C 6 N Byz TR 

9:6 aurou . . . P66 P75 B K L 9 X 33 565 
aurou . . . too ruqpXou A 579 
auruo ... aurou D N 
tou ruqpXou C W X Byz TR 

9:9 aXXot cXerov P66 P75 B C W L X 33 1241 pc 

aXXot 6c cXerov K 124 

aXXot 6c A 9 Byz TR 

crepot 6e D 

9:9 ouxt, aXXa P66 P75 B K C W L X (6) T X 33 pc 
Oft A D N Byz TR 

9:11 o avepamos o Xeropevoq P66 B K X 33 

avepumoq o Xeropevo<; P75Vid q q 565 579 
avepumos Xeyopevoq A D W T Byz TR 

9:14 cv n nuepa P66 P75 B XVLX^ab c ff 2 
ore A D 6 T Byz TR itP* 

9:20 omit P66 P75 B K W L X 33 pc 
ourotq A D 6 T Byz TR 

9:20 ouv P66 P75 B K 
6c A N E F H pm 
omit DWL9GUXnXqp33pcTR 

9:23 cTreptuTTioaTc p66 P75 B K W 
eptuTTioaTe A L X N Byz TR 
epturarc D 

9:24 outo? o avBpumoq P66 P75 B K W L 157 1241 pc 
o avepumoq ouroq A D X N 8 Byz TR 

9:30 to eauuaarov p66 P75 B U N X 33 1241 
eaupaorov A D W Byz TR 

9:36 xat Tt<; eortv, cqpq, xuptc P66* P75 B W 

xat Tt<; eoTtv, xuptc P66 c D X Byz 

ti<; cortv f xupte A L pc TR 

xuptc. xat rtq eartv K . 

9:41 Iqoouq P66 P75 B 

o It\oou<; K A D W L Byz TR 
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It will be observed that, In contrast to Its agree- 
ments with D, P66 here shows a considerable number of 
textually significant readings. 

As In chapters 1-5, the chief cause of "mixture" in 
John 8-9 is the tendency in P66 toward a "Byzantine -type" 
of reading. I note the following: 

8:14 q uaprupta uou aX^e^ eortv P75 B W P39 0l4l pc 
aXqenq cotiv r\ uaprupta uou P66 K 8 Y N Byz TR 
aXn 8 * v n Uou eartv r\ uaprupta D 

8:16 a\r\Qivr\ P75 B D W L T X 33 213 892 1241 
aXti9Ti<; P66 UTN Byz TR 
Gtxata 544 

8:38 qxouaare P75 B C W L K X 6 X <p 33 pc 
ecopaxaTe P66 K* D N T 070 Byz TR 

8:41 etnav B K W L T 070 1 713 1321 bo it 
ctnav ouv P66 P75 C D N X 8 Byz TR 

8:51 rov cuov Xoyov P75 B K C D W L X 33 258 1241 
rov Xoyov rov euov P66 N 8 Byz TR 

8:5*1 6o5aacu P66 c P75 B K* C D W e X <p 713 
| 6o!=a£u) P66* A L N X Byz TR 

8:55 xav P75 B K D W 1170 

I xat eav P66 AC L N X 8 Byz TR 

i 
t 

8:55 uuiv P75 B A D W X 565 157 52 254 
uuujv P66 K C L N X 8 Byz TR 

! 8:58 Inaouq P75 B C 579 

o Inoouq P66 K A D W L N X Byz TR 

9:9 exeivo? P75 B C D W L Byz TR 
cxetvo? 6e P66 it* A N X 33 pm it 

9:12 xat etnav P75 B K W L X X 33 565 pc 
ctnav ouv P66 D Byz TR 
etnav A e sa bo 

9:19 PXenet aprt P75 B K D W L U 33 
aprt pXenet P66 A N Byz TR 
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9:26 omit P75 B K» D W itP 1 
naXtv P66 A e Byz f q TR 

9:28 xat eXotftopriaav P75 B K* W sa 

eXoi&opriaav ouv 69 pc TR 

ot 6c eXot Goprjaav D L N « c 8 33 565 PC 

eXot&opnaav P66 A X Byz pier 

9:35 omit P75 B K* D W e 
avmu P66 A L Byz TR 

Again, the readings of P66 appear to be generally secondary 

to those of P75 B et al. While these are not the kinds of 

readings whereby one establishes textual relationships, 

i 

they do indicate the tendencies in P66 toward a smoother 
and fuller text. 

John 10-14 . What has been noted of P66 in John 1-5 
and 8-9 increases in chapters 10-14. The amount of mixture 
from the "Western" tradition is slightly higher in 10-12 
than elsewhere (except 6-7), but the largest number of 
variations from the Neutral MSS are the result of "Byzan- 
tine-type" readings. There are, for example, in these 
chapters sixteen instances in which P66 adds a conjunction 
to remove asyndeton (10:12, 16, 19, 21, 31, 32, 39; 11:22, 
32; 13:2, 22, 23, 25, 26, 28; 14:7), as compared to two 



^Thls is true even of 9:28, where one would usually 
argue that asyndeton best explains the divergence of con- 
Junctions. Such seems not to be the case here. The full 
reading of P75 B et al. is xat eXot6oprjcrav aurov xat etnev. 
One would have difficulty explaining how a scribe should 
have preferred the para tactic xat . . . xat to any of the 
other alternatives. 
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such Instances in chapters 1-5.33 

There Is also, again In contrast to chapters 1-5, an 

Increase in the number of more significant variations from 

the Neutral MSS. In each of the following variants P66 is 

now the earliest witness to the reading of the Byzantine 

tradition: 

10:26 omit P66 c P75 B K V L e pa c vg 

xaSoD? etnov uutv P66» A D T X Byz aur a b e 051 

11:29 nrepen .... Tjpxero P75 B R C W L X 33 a b 
crciperat ... cpxcrat P66 P45 A 6 Byz TR 
tiYep0q .... epxcrai D aur c e f r-1 

11:31 6o£avre<; (P75) B'KCDVLX\<p 700 pc 
Xeyovrc? P66 A 8 Byz it vg sa TR 

11:32 npo? rouq no6a£ P75 B * C D L X T 33 579 892 
ei? tou£ no6aq P66 A 8 Byz TR 

11:57 evToXa? BitVN 065 1 28 565 579 PC 
eVToXijv P66 A D L 8 Eyz it vg TR 

12:1 omit B R V L X 213 a c e r 1 sa syP 

o TcBvnxa^ P66 A D 8 065 Byz aur b f ff 2 1 TR 

12:6 cxonr P75 B K D V L Q 8 33 565 579 892 vg 

etxcv, xai P66 A O65 X T Byz it TR 

12:22 .. . cpxcrat . . . xat P75 B A L a 

xai naXiv P66* D W Byz itP 1 TR 

xai naXtv cpxerat . . xci X 157 

omit P66 c 8 c sa 

13:2 Yivouevou B K* V L X ? 579 1241 pc d 
yevouevou P66 A D 8 Byz itPl vg TR 



^The figures at this point include only those 
instances where P66 is joined by at least one other 
important MS and usually by the Byzantine tradition. 
Excluded are singular readings and corrected readings. 
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13:12 icai oycttcocv B k* C* W 157 579 bo a e 
*cu avaneaav P66 A L T 33 1241 pc ltP 1 
avancocov D 8 Byz vg TR 

13:18 Tiva? B K C L M 33 892 1241 pc 
ou; P66 A D V 8 Byz TR 

13:18 pou B C .L 127 213 249 692 1071 1093 

per epou P66 KADV Byz It TR 

13:26 fepJeaiTD . . . xat 6*a«> B D L 213 713 2241 sa bo 
(ep)3aifrac . . • eni6»a«i P66 fat A D 8 T Eyz TR 

ouov epBa^raq V 

13:26 XapSavet xat BCLMI33 213 1071 1241 1321 
omit P66 K A D V 8 Byz it vg S 

14:4 mv o6ov P66 c B 8 C V LQI 33 157 a 

xai rnv ooov otoare P66* A D 8 N Byz ItP^ vg TR 

14:5 oi&apev rnv o6ov B C* (D) a b e 

6uvape©a rnv o6ov et6evai P66 (k) A V L Q. Byz TR 

14:14 touto P75 B A L T 060 33 124 pc c orl 

era P66* kDVQ Byz aur a d f ff 2 TR 

ey» touto P66 c 1241 

14:16 tj P75 B 8 L Q I 33 It 

pevn P66 A D W Byz TR 

Again, this list does not mean that P66 Is the fore- 
runner of the Byzantine tradition. It shares many of these 
readings with the OL, and the TR here say simply reflect 
the Western tradition. But the chief characteristic of the 
majority of them is that they are secondary to the Seutral 
reading. Even von Soden, who includes more n Byzantine ,, 
readings than most of the critical editions, reads with P66 
here only at 11:32 and 14:5. (He adopts the conflate 
reading at 12:22.) 

John 15-21 . The nature of the textual relationships 
of P66 in this section is more difficult to determine. Not 
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only is P66 fragmentary, but P75 is totally lacking, and C, 
W, and D suffer major lacunae. However, the list of agree- 
ments with D on pages 99-101 Indicates that the mixture of 
Western readings appears to be In about the same proportion 
as In chapters 8-14. The amount of variation in favor of 
"Byzantine -type" readings appears to be much like that of 
chapter 9. 

k direct examination of P66 in chapter 19 indicates 
that P66 is still basically Neutral, and within that tradi- 
tion it is more closely related to B than to K. This is 
made clear from the following lists of readings: (An * in 
front of the verse indicates that P66 shares the reading 
of the TR.)^ 

1. Variants where P66 agrees with B s against the 
Byzantine tradition. 

19^3 oa. xai npxovTO npoq aurov 

19:3 c&i&oaav 1. c6i6ouv 

19*7 om. huodv post vouov 

19:7 utov ©eou eauTOY 1. eaurov uiov Seou 

19^11 xar euou ou6eptav 1. ou&euiav xar euou 

19:11 6c6oucvov 001 1. oot 6c6ouevov 



3*V is lacking in this chapter, but the amount of 
agreement between P6b and D on each side of the lacuna is 
much the same, so that one may assume it would be here as 
well. The advantage of using this chapter for the analysis 
is that the relationship of P66 to B and it may be clearly 
brought into focus. 
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19:12 o IIiXaToq ctn^et 1. elr\rei o DtXaro? i 

19:13 Pnparoq 1. t-ou Bnparoq ! 

19:17 eauru) toy araupov 1. toy OTaupov aurou i 

19:20 Egpatort, Paipaton, EXXnvtart 1. EPpaton, 

EXXnvtort t PuopaiOTt 
19:29 cttoyyov ouv yeooov rou o£ou; 1. ot 6e nXtioavTe? 

ottoyyov o$ous, xat ! 

19:31 *TTct ... t)v, tvo . . . oaPPaTuj 1. tvo ... 

oaPPara, enet . . . t)v • 

19:34 c^nXSev eu0uq 1. eu6u<; e^nXQev 
19:35 *at ujiet? 1. upct? 

19:35 ntoreuTjrc 1. ntOTcuarjTe | 

19:40 oSovtotq 1. ev o0ovtoiq i 

19:41 tjv T€0etuevo<; 1. ere6r\ 

1 

2. Variants where P66 agrees with members of the 
Byzantine tradition against B K: 

19:17 tottov XeYoyevov xpavtou 1. tov XcYO^ievov 

i 

XpaVtOU TOTTOY i 



19:35 cortv aurou 1. aurou eoriv 

19:39 P*Ypa 1. eXiYpa 

19:39 aoet 1. ax; 

* 3. Variants where P66 agrees with B against K: 

♦19:1 eXagev ... xat 1. Xagtuv 

19:4 xat e$nXeev 1. e$nX©ev (TR c$T]X0ev ouv) 

♦19:4 c?u) o HtXaToq 1. o DtXaroq e$ou 

*19:6 om. auTOV post oTaupcuaov 
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•19 


:10 


19 


:12 


19 


523 


19 


:27 


19: 


;28 


19 1 


:28 


♦19: 


:28 


19: 


29 


19: 


:33 


19: 


35 


19: 


:38 


•19: 


38 


19: 


38 


19 J 


39 


♦19: 


39 


•19: 


40 




4. 


19: 


3 


19: 


4 


19: 


7 


19: 


15 


♦19: 


16 


♦19: 


21 


♦19: 


31 



ouv auric 1. aurw 

•xpauyaoav 1. eXeyov (TR cxpajov) 

ore coraupouoav 1. ot aTaupiuoaYTes 

o paSriTn? auTnv 1. outtiy o paeans 

Itjoous etfiuuq 1. et6uu<; o Inoou<; 

tj6ti TTavra 1. navra n6n 

TeXeuuOn 1. nXnpuuOTi 

oxeuo<; 1. add 6c (TR add ouv) 

r\bi\ aurov 1. aurov tj6ti 

xat exetvo<; 1. xaxetvo<; 

ano 1. o ano 

nxecv ... npev i. qxeov . . . tjpov 

to ocupa aurou 1. aurov (TR to ouupa rou Itjoou) 

aUTOV 1. toy Itjoouv 

qpepuuv 1. ex<wv 

cortv 1. qv 

Variants where P66 reads with K against B: 

BaotXeu 1. o PaatXeu? 

oux !• ou6eptav 

om. aurcu 

ot 6e cXeyov 1. expauyaaav ouv exetvot 

(TR ot 6c expauvaoav) 

(Xtttiyciyov 1. omit 

etju tcov IouSaiouv 1. tujv Iou6atu>v etpt 

exetvou 1. exeivq 
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III. CONCLUSIONS 

i 

Prom the foregoing analysis one may make the 
following conclusions about the textual relationships of 
P66: 

1. P66 is a basically Neutral text. 

2. P66 has a closer relationship to P75 and B than 
to the other MSS of this tradition. 

3. P66 as a whole is closer to this tradition in 
John 1-5 than thereafter. 

4. The greatest amount of variation from this 
tradition in John 1-5 has tendencies toward a "Byzantine 
type" of reading. 

5. Prom chapter 6 on, there is an increase in the 
amount of mixture from the Western tradition, the greatest 
amount of this mixture appearing in chapters 6-7. 

6. The greatest amount of variation in chapters 
8-21 is the result of an increase of "Byzantine -type" 
readings. This is the chief reason for its less close 
relationship to the Neutral tradition in these chapters. 

7. The alleged close relationship between P66 and 
K exists only in John 6-7, and is the result of agreement 
in readings within the Western tradition. When K becomes 
a basically Neutral text, in chapters 8:39 ff.» P66 is 
more closely related to P75 and B than to K. 

8. Although a direct relationship between P66 and 
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K does not appear to exist In John 8-21, the observation of 
Zimmermann seems to be valid for this section of John, 
namely that P66 shows substantially the Bame characteris- 
tics which constitute the peculiarities of K ( supra , p. 78) « 

In view of these conclusions, it seems correct to 
refer to P66 as a mixed text. It is basically a witness to 
the Neutral tradition found in its contemporary P75. But 
it varies from this tradition in a profusion of readings 
from the Western tradition and other, chiefly secondary, 
readings of the type found later in the Byzantine tradition. 
Contrary to Klijn's critics, it seems to this writer that 
his description of ?66 as "Neutral in a non-pure way" is 
altogether fitting. j 



CHAPTER IV 
TEXTUAL AND SCRIBAL CHARACTERISTICS OF P66 

One of the most important questions in the search 
for the "original" New Testament text is to determine the 
nature and amount of editorial activity in the MS tradition. 
While It Is true that a certain number of variants have 
come into the tradition as "errors 3 on the part of scribes, 
and therefore are the result of 'non-editorial' 1 activity, 
it Is also true that a large part of the variation is the 
result of scribes 1 choosing to add, delete, or alter cer- 
tain words. How many variations in a given KS can be 
attributed to either of these processes and how many are 
already In the scribes 1 exemplars Is not at all easy to 
determine. But since most important variations are proba- 
bly the result of "editorial 3 activity, the search for such 
activity in the earlier MSS Is of great importance. 

It is here that P66 may prove to have Its greatest 
value. Its importance at this point is the result of two 
factors. In the first place, if our analysis in Chapter 
III Is correct, P66 Is an early witness to a distinct 
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textual tradition (the Neutral), but it. Is so as a ■cor- 
rupted" or "mixed" member of that tradition. It is there- 
fore possible to indicate in some measure the nature of its 
text by indicating the general characteristics of its 
variation from its basic tradition. 

Secondly, P66 is the earliest New Testaaent KS in 
existence in which editorial activity in the form of major 
corrections to Its text has taken place. Since most of the 
corrections are probably by the original scribe, and aany 
from another than the original Yorlage , one can determine 
to some extent the nature of the 'editorial* activity. 

It is in the pursuit of these textual and editorial 
characteristics in P66 to which this present chapter is 
devoted. The results of our analysis, if valid, should 
have at least three important consequences for KT textual 
criticism: (l) It should enable one to evaluate the gen- 
eral worth of F66 as a whole in the search for the "origi- 
nal" NT text. (2) It should further enable one to evaluate 
P66 as "external evidence" for any given reading. (3) It 
should give information as to at least one kind of recen- 
sional activity which existed (presumably) in Egypt at a 
very early period in the transmission of the Kew Testaaent. 



*These two conclusions about the corrections of P66 
have been set forth by the present writer in "Early Textual 
Transmission." Cf . the discussion infra, pp. 167 ff - 
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I, TEXTUAL TENDENCIES OP P66 WHERE IT DISAGREES 
WITH ITS BASIC TEXTUAL TRADITION 



In the preceding chapter it was noted that J. N. 
Blrdsall broke new ground in his analysis of ?66 by attempt- 
ing to assess its nearness to the original NT text by means 
of grammatical and stylistic criteria ( supra , p. 8l). The 
present study proceeds along the lines he laid out, with 
one significant difference. In the present study the 
attempt has been made to assess P66 both in terms of its 
relationship to its own textual tradition as well as to the 
Johannine original. Therefore, instead of cataloging 
certain Johannine usages and examining P66 as a whole in 
their light ( per Birdsall), I have chosen to examine pri- 
marily those readings in P66 where it varies from its basic 
tradition. These readings have been classified and exam- 
ined according to their frequency, with an eye for the 
tendencies exhibited at these points of variation. 

Some words of caution are necessary here. In the 
first place it is not always possible to ascertain the 
Neutral tradition. For the most part P75 B agreement has 
been considered the safest clue. Where these two divide, 
or where P75 is missing, the tendency has been chiefly to 



2 This means that ?66 will almost always be seen 
where it differs from the Neutral tradition. It should 
always be borne in mind, however, that P66 is basically 
Neutral and more often shares readings with the MSS of 
this tradition than against it. 
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follow one or the other where it 1b supported by two or 

more of the witnesses to this tradition (usually C L T W; 
sooetloes X T 33 579). It is acknowledged that this often 
involves guesses. A study of the Neutral texttype along 
the lines laid out by Colwell is needed. In the absence 
of such a study, and for the purposes of the present paper, 
the procedure followed seems adequate. 

In the second place, the decisions made here as to 
whether P75 B or P66, where they differ, most likely pre- 
serves the original text of John may often be open to 
question. For the most part the general canons of internal 
criticism have been followed, asking usually which reading 
best explains the existence of the other. Often this 
decision is brought before the court of "Johannine usage." 
But a real difficulty sometimes emerges here. Is that read- 
ing to be considered original which best fits Johannine 



'"The Significance of Grouping of New Testament 
Manuscripts," NTS , IV (1957/58), 91-92. The position taken 
in this study is based on the rather common assumption that 
B is the leading representative of this tradition. One 
could argue, of course, that the so-called "secondary" wit- 
nesses to this texttype are its "best" representatives. 
However, a collation of these MSS with B shows that most of 
their disagreements with B are usually in conformation to 
the Byzantine texttype. Moreover, an analysis of the dis- 
agreements on internal principles shows that the other MSS 
have the majority of secondary readings. If the Neutral 
texttype, as Zuntz ( The Text of the Epistles , pp. 271 ff.) 
has argued and as is usually assumed, reflects 'Alexandrian 
philological know-how," then P75 and B are easily the best 
representatives of this texttype. P75 B agreement as the 
first clue to the Neutral tradition seems also to be 
verified by the analysis in Chapter V of this study. 
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usage, because the reading is_ Johannine, or is that reading 
to be considered original which deviates from the Johannine 
norm on the basis of the canon, ardua lectio potior ? In 
some instances where Johannine usage seems fixed, variation 
is simply too difficult to be original (e.g., the singular 
word order uutv Xeyuu of B at 10:1, 7; 13:21, or the single 
a\xi\v of A e at 3:5* in the apparently "fixed" formula aunv 
outiv Xeruu upitv [aot]). But in instances where Johannine 
usage is not so "fixed" two general tendencies of Judgment 
have prevailed: (l) Where Johannine usage differs from 
more common Greek usage, that reading is probably original 
which is most like Johannine usage, on the basis that at 
such a point scribal "editing" would tend toward the more 
common usage. (2) Where Johannine usage is not necessarily 
"un-Greek, " that reading is often to be preferred which is 
less like Johannine usage, on the basis that at such a 
point it is the more difficult reading. 

With these cautions and guidelines in view, the 
following analysis is offered; it is based on 376 readings 
in P66 where it varies from the Neutral tradition. This 
includes 98 readings where P66 reads alone (or nearly so) 
among the Greek MSS; but it excludes such items as orthog- 
raphy, itacism, and obvious errors . Also excluded are the 
217 readings which have been corrected and which will 
receive special attention in a following section. 

Word Order. The single most frequent cause of 



123 j 
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variation in P66 from its basic tradition is the transposi- 
tion of words. There are at least 78 such occurrences in 
the MS, 22 of which are singular to P66. Although there 
are seven such singular readings which have been corrected, 
the large number of these readings, both singular and 
otherwise, seems to indicate that the scribe tended to show 
a general lack of concern for the order of words. To be 
sure, many of the 56 transpositions which P66 shares with 
at least one other major MS are supported only by MSS of 
the Western tradition. But for the most part there seems 
to be no clear pattern of influence of one textual tradi- 
tion on another. What may be more significant is that 
Nestle-Aland (25th edition) reads with ?66 against the 
Neutral at only four of these 78 places (8:14; 11:44; 12:30; 

14:20). 5 I 

j 
Since Greek word order is very free, it is not 

always easy to determine at any point which reading is 

more likely to be original. But an examination of some of 



< P66 shares 28 of 46 transpositions with D; 23 of 
56 with K; and 21 of 56 with the TR. 

->This of course may only mean that a text like 
Nestle -Aland is under the dominance of the Neutral tradi- 
tion. 

The latest study of Greek word order is that by 
Kenneth J. Dover, Greek Word Order (Cambridge, i960). This 
work deals only with classical Greek. A study of this type 
for the koine period would be helpful. Without such a 
study, one must rely on what is available in the Grammars 
and on what may be determined to be Johannine usage. 
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the transpositions in places where Johannine style may be 
determined indicates that for the most part P66 appears to 
be picking up secondary readings. 

1. Position of subject and verb. Thirteen of the 
78 instances are transpositions of the subject and verb, 
and in five of these, the nominative personal pronoun is 
involved. 

Nigel Turner has observed that in the NT personal 
pronouns are often inserted where they would be unnecessary 
in classical Greek.' This is particularly true of the 
nominative, which in classical Greek was usually not em- 
ployed except for emphasis or antithesis. This principle 
is not strictly observed in the NT, particularly not in 
John, who uses the nominative personal pronouns more fre- 
quently than all the Synoptists together." 

Where the nominative pronoun does occur in John, it 
almost invariably precedes the verb. This is especially 
true of eru> (approximately 129 times), except for the five 
occurrences of the phrase ottou eiut era (7:3*** 36; 12:26; 
14:3; 17:24). In 12:26, P66 and D read eY«> etut and P66 



^ Syntax , Vol. Ill of A Grammar of New Testament 
Greek by James Hope Moulton (Edinburgh, 19&3)* PP. 3, 37-38. 

°A great part of John's usage does Involve antithe- 
sis, but there also seems to be a free use of the pronouns 
where neither emphasis nor antithesis may be observed. Cf. 
the discussion in Edwin A. Abbott, Johannine Grammar 
(London, I906), pp. 295-298. 
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does so singularly in 17:24. P66 is here conforming to the 
far more common cyo «*ut, and is clearly secondary. 

With the pronouns ou, mi*t£, and ujiet? there are 
only eleven out of some 141 possible instances where the 
Nestle-Aland text reads the personal pronoun following the 
verb. At four of these the major MSS show textual varia- 
tion (6:30 TTOtetq au; 8:48 Xeyoucv tiueiq; 12:34 Xeyet? av; 
14:20 YvaaeaOe upetq). The seven occurrences without 
variation indicate that this order is not a scribal error, 
but an occasional Johannine usage. Of the four readings 
with variation, P66 has a lacuna at 6:30, but reads against 
the Neutral tradition in the remaining three: with the 
pronoun first at 8:48 and 12:34; with the pronoun second 
at 14:20. 

Except for 14:20, therefore, where F66 perhaps reads 
the original order, there seems to be a tendency in the MS 
to harmonize with more prevalent usage. Such harmonization 
is probably a secondary procedure. 

On internal grounds alone one cannot decide in other 
Instances where P66 has a transposition of subject and 
verb, except to note that there is a tendency to read the 
subject before the verb (5:18; 7:42; 8:44; 11:21, 30; 19:1; 
only 7:35 reads verb-subject) .9 Furthermore, there is one 



^Cf. the discussion in Turner, Syntax , p. 347, n. 2, 
where he notes that "the normal order in the ancient Greek 
was SubJ.-ObJ.-Verb (SOV). . . . Some NT books approach 
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of these which seems clearly to be secondary. At 5:18 P66 
and D read ot Iouoatot cJhtouv avroV cmoiiTeivct for the 
•Jutouv ourov ot Iouoatot anoxrctvai of most of the rest. 
If the reading of P66 D were original, it would be diffi- 
cult to explain the unusual order (verb-ob*ect-subJect) of 
P75 B rell. 

2. Johannine "Variation." Two others of the 
subject-verb transpositions are involved in another marked 
characteristic of Johannine style — his fondness for "varia- 
tion." This has been described by Abbott as * the habit of 
repeating the same thing (or representing his various 
characters as repeating the same thing) in slightly dis- 
similar words and with slight dissimilarities of order. "1° 

Although this "variation" may take several forms, it 
usually involves a change of word order such as AB BA or 
ABC CBA. A good example of this characteristic, both in 
word order and in slightly different words, is. 1:48-50* orre 

UTTO THY OUX11Y Cl&OY 06 . . . Cl&OY OG UTTOXaTW TT1S OVX!^. 

Abbott has included a considerable list of instances 
of such "variation" in John. Although his list is not 



this standard, but on the whole NT is closer to the Hebraic 
order (VSO) and towards the subsequent tendency of M odera 
Gr eek (SV0). n The tendency here in P66 to read the order 
SV0 appears to be a step in the direction of this "subse- 
quent tendency" of Modern Greek. 

10 Granraar, p. 401. 
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necessarily complete, It serves as a convenient guide 

against which one may check the tendencies of P66. An 

examination of the entire list reveals that the majority 

occur without textual variation, thereby indicating that 

this is a true characteristic of the Fourth Gospel. 

Of our 76 transpositions, there are seven which are 

found on Abbott's list. In six of these P66 has a reading 

which tends to eliminate this feature of Johannine style: 

(The underlined portion indicates the point of "variation. n ) 

1:49 P75 B ou et o utoc tou Oeou, au gaotXeuc et tou 
IapanX. 

P66 ou et o utoc tou Oeou, au e.t o BaotXem; tou 
IapaqX. 

6:31* 49 P75 B 01 naTepec nuouv to uavva etpayov cv *m 

cpnuco ... 

ot TUXTcpce uuojv egpayov ev xr\ eonur to 
uavva ... 

P66 ot naTepee numv to uavva egayov ev m 

epnua> ... 
j 01 naTepee uuouv eqpayov to uavva cv -rn 

eptiuto ... 

! 7*4l-2 P75 B utj rap ex -n^c TaXtXatac o YPtaTOc coycTct ; 
oux n Ypa<pti etnev oTt ex • . . epyerat o yoxotoc ; 

P66 uti Yap ex ttjc TaXtXaiac o vptcTOc; cdyctgi ; 
oux 1 Ypaiptj etnev oti ex . . • o ypiotoc epYCTax ; 

8:14 (cf. 5:31-2) P75 B ctnov ouv aurai ot <p. Zu nept 

oeaurou uapTupete* n uapTupta aou oux cottv aXTjBnc * 
anexptfiTj Inooue ... Kav eY«J uapTuptu nept euaurou, 
cXti9tk ecTtv r\ uaprupta uou . 

* P66 ettrov ouv auTto ot <p. Eu Trept 

oeaurOu uapTupetc* n uapTupta aou oux cortv cXti9ti<; ' 

i anexptOq Irjaouc ... Kav eytu uapfupaj nept euaurou, 

n uapTupta uou aX^Snc coTtv . 
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9:28 P75 B Tu uaQnrnc ct cxctvou . npetc fie tou Mmuoewc 
<oucv uaenTat . 

P66 Eu uaOnrtK cxctvou ct . Tjuets 6c tou MtuuaeuK 
coucv yaQnrai . 

11:29-31 P75 B ( nreoQn) rayu xat (tjpxcto) npoq auTov . . . 
toovres thy Maptau ort Taycmc aveorT) xat e!;n.X9ev. 

P66 ( cyctpcrat) Tayu xat (epxeTat) npoq outov . . 
t6ovTc? rny Maptav on avecm Tayemc xat eSnXOev. 

At still another point P66 keeps the variation, but 

reads the exact opposite of the Neutral order: 

8:51-2 P75 B eav rt<; toy cuov Xqyov rn.pn.aiu . . . xat 
ou XcYCt?* Eav rt<; toy Xqyov uou rn.pn.an, . . . 

P66 eav rt? toy Xqyov toy cuov rnpnan, . . . 
xat ou XcYetq* Eav rtq uou tov Xqyov Tn.pnan, • • • 

There is one other such variation, not included in 
Abbott's list, where P66 has a reading which seems to 
violate this feature of Johannine style: 

15:9 P75 B xaOoD? nYaTTnaev ue o namo . xaym uuac nYaTTnaa . 
P66 xaOco? TiYaTTnacv ue o namo . xaYu> nYannoa uuac . 

It will be observed that in most of these, the 
variant reading in P66 occurs in the second portion of 
John's "variation." This seems to be a good indication 
that secondary processes of harmonization are at work.^ 



llAnother set of variants on this point occurs in 
the three occasions in John 7 where the people are speaking 
or murmuring "concerning Him" (7:12, 13* 32): 
P75 B xat YOYYuayoq nept aurou tjv noXug . . . 

ouftet£ pevTOt nappnata cXaXct nept aurou . • . 

... YOYYUJovToq Tiept aurou raura 
P66 xat YOYYuauoq tiv nept aurou noXuc; ... 

ou&etq ucytoi nappnata nept aurou cXaXct ... 

• • • YOYYU^OYTOq raura nept aurou 
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1 3« The "vernacular possessive." Another character- 
istic of Johannine word order is what Abbott has called 
"the unemphatic precedent possessive afrroG, or 'the ver- 
nacular possessive. 1 " 12 This means that there is a tend- 
ency in John for the possessive pronoun to precede the noun 
as against the more common Septuagintal form where it 
usually follows. John thus uses the possessive twice as 
often as all the Synoptists together. 

In our list of 78 transpositions, six involve the 
possessive pronoun. At five places (1:27; 6:53; 9:21; 
12:16; 18:10) P66 reads against the Neutral tradition in 
adopting the more common order of placing the pronoun after 
the noun. Only at 10:4 does it read the "vernacular pos- 
sessive" against the Neutral tradition, where it is Joined 
by D 6 124 700 b c ff 2 1 q. 

It would appear, therefore, that P66 at this point 
has a tendency away from Johannine style and toward a more 
common form of expression. Again, this probably indicates 
a secondary process. 



These readings may have no relationship one to the 
other, and probably should be judged individually (which 
judgment is suspended here because there seems to be no 
criterion by which to Judge on internal grounds alone). 
But it is curious that textual variation should occur at 
each instance of this similar expression, and that each 
set of readings should tend to keep a form of "Johannine 
variation." 

^Grammar, p. 4l6. 
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' 4. Partitive Phrases. In Abbott's discussion of 

partitive phrases in John, he notes one characteristically 

Johannine feature which involves word order, namely, the 

use of the partitive genitive, with or without -ex, before 

the governing word.*3 Abbott lists twelve such occurrences 

in John. At two of these P66, with other MSS, inverts the 

word order to a more common form: 

6:64 a\\a etotv e? uuuov rtveq ot P75 B C W pier 
aXXa etoiv fives e£ uuuuv oi P66 T S pc 

7:31 eK TOU oxXou 6c noXXot cntorcuoav P75 B L pc 
ttoXXoi 6c cntorcuaav ex rou oxXou p66 N D 
TioXXot 6e ex tou oxXou entaTeuaav Byz TR 

The same thing occurs in P66 at 7:40, but has been correc- 
ted to conform to the Neutral tradition. P66 here is 
clearly picking up secondary readings. 

5. There are a number of transpositions where the 
reading of P66 appears to bring the elements of a sentence 
into more logical juxtaposition. 1 ^ All of these are 



13Abbott, Grammar , pp. 89-90. Cf. Eduard Schweizer, 
Ego Eimi . . . Die religionsgeschichtliche Herkunft und 
theolOKische BedeutunR der johannelschen Bildreden , 
zugleich ein Beltrag zur Quellenfrage des vlerte"n~Evangel - 
iums (GSttingen, 1939)* P- 9 2 - 

*^What one considers "logical," of course, may only 
be a value -judgment; for word order in Greek indicates 
emphasis. However, emphasis sometimes appears to separate 
elements which normally go together. Cf . F. Blass and 
A. Debrunner, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament , 10th 
German ed., trans, and rev. Robert W. Funk (Chicago, 1961), 
par. 473. Where such separated elements are brought closer 
together in variant readings, one may assume that the read- 
ing where such elements are separated gave rise to the 
other (s) and is therefore more likely to be original. 



131 

probably secondary, as they are less likely to have given 

rise to the alternative reading: 

1:28 PJ5 B xavra cv BqBavta eyevcro ncpav tou Iop&avou 
P66 xavra cycvcto cv Bn,6avta ncpav tou Ioptavou 

9* 38 P75 B cyiw et^ tov xoopov toutov rjXeov 
P66 eyu) qXQov ei? tov xoopov toutov 

11:17 P75 B Tcoaapa^ n&n, n.pepa<; 
Po6 qfiri rcaaapas nuepaq 
Byz TR Tcaaapa? r\]xcpa<; r\bi\ 

12:18 P75 B qxouaav touto aurov nenotqxevat to oqpetov 
P66 qxouaav auTOY touto nenoinxevat to on,petov 

17:5 B K C ctxov npo tou tov xoopov ctvat napa oot 
P66 ctxov napa oot npo tou tov xoopov ctvat 

18:38 B L X eyu) oufcepiav cuptoxu) cv aura* atTtav 
P66 eyw ou6eptav euptoxai atTtav cv aunt) 
Byz TR cy«u ou6cpiav atTtav euptoxco cv aurcu 

19:35 B K L aXqOtVTi auTOu cotiv n, papfupta 
P66 aXn.9tvn, cotiv auTOu n, papTupta 

By the same criterion, however, there are some 
readings where P66 may preserve the original. This is 
especially true of 19:4 (cf. 18:38 above): 

ouocptav atTtav euptoxai cv auric B 1 33 73 138 

atTtav cv auTtu ou6epiav cuptoxu) P66 W L X Y pc 

cv auTco ouBcptav atTtav cuptoxu) l>supp gyj <m 

ouBeptav cv auTU) atTtav cuptoxu; A 

atTtav oux cuptoxu) K* 

niere seems no valid reason to choose the reading of B 

here, except on the basis of "Johannine variation" — as a 

variation from 18:38. But P66 also involves "variation" 

and seems much more difficult to derive from the reading of 

B than vice versa . 

One may conclude, therefore, on the basis of an 
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examination of word order variants In P66 In light of 
Johannlne style that P66 probably preserves sooe original 
readings; but for the most part where It varies from its 
basic tradition, it tends to pick up secondary readings. 
Moreover, most of these secondary readings create an easier 
text or more common Greek style. P66 seldom varies from 
the Neutral tradition toward a more difficult text. 

Conjunctions . 3he second major cause of variation 
in P66 from the Neutral tradition is the addition/omission/ 
alteration of conjunctions. I note 50 such instances, ten 
of which are singular readings in P66. Of the 50, six only 
are omissions in P66,*5 nine involve an alternative con- 
Junction, 1 " and the remaining 35 involve the elimination of 
asyndeton in P66. 1 ? 

Hie Johannlne characteristic of asyndeton has often 
been noted. *° Schweizer, in his discussion of Jchannine 
characteristica, tried to define the term more sharply, and 
isolated 39 cases of what he considered to be true asyn- 
detic sentences in John. However, the amount of variation 

15 7:1, 12; 8:24; 9:28; 13:26; 14:19. 

l6 4:42; 7:28; 8:23, 25; 9:12, 28; 11:5*; 13:26, 29. 

17 1:17; 2:16; 3:l8; 4:30; 6:7, 10, 66; 7:29, 32, 50; 
8:33, 35, 39, 41; 9:9, 23, 29; 10:12, 16, 19, 21, 31, 32, 
39; 11:22, 32; 13:2, 22, 23, 25, 28; 14:7; 16:33; 18:31, 38. 

^Abbott, Grammar , pp. 69-73; Schweizer, Ego Eiml , 
pp. 91-92; Blass-Debrunner-Punk, Greek G m-rr a r , par. 4o2*. 



133 

In the MS tradition throughout John indicates that it is 

much more extensive than this. Abbott has given the 

following description of Johannlne style at this point i 1 ^ 

John abounds in instances of asyndeton of the most 
varied and unexpected kind, too numerous to quote, 
especially with an initial verb . . . ; with any form 
of the pronoun "this*; with the conjunctions "if* and 
"even as n ; with an adverbial phrase . . . ; with a 
participle with the article. . . . There is hardly any 
part of speech, or word, that might not come at the 
beginning of a Johannlne sentence without a conjunction. 

He concludes his discussion with a long list of such 

instances with an attempt at classification. 

A check of P66 against Abbott's entire list indi- 
cates that for the most part, the MS tends to keep Jcian- 
nine style. 20 However, the 35 instances where P66 reads a 
conjunction against the asyndetic Neutral text further 
indicates that a secondary process is also at work. 2 ! 

Moreover, an examination of the six instances where 
P66 reads without the conjunction indicates that here, too, 
it is usually secondary. 

The reading at 9:28 has already been Judged to be 

*°Grammar, p. 69. 

This may also be shown by contrasting P66 with A 
and another of the later 3yzantine MSS. F56 far more often 
reads with B than against it in preserving asyndeton. 

21 Cf. Birdsall, The Bodmer Papyrus , p. 13. "In 
respect of the stylistic criterion of asyndeton we rsy con- 
clude then that the papyrus probably preserves a nusfcer of 
original readings, but also displays a marked tendencv to 
smooth over certain harshnesses in the original text. 
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secondary ( supra , p. 110, n. 32). Another instance (14:9) 
is singular to P66. Since the scribe probably copied by 
syllables, 22 a singular reading such as this, which 
involves only a syllable, is suspect as a mere scribal 
lapse. Another instance (13:26) involves the elimination 
of ow in the formula anoxpiverat Couv] Irjaou?. Since 
John's ordinary style at this point is to read without the 
conjunction, the ouv of B C L I pc is perhaps more difficult 
to explain than its absence in P66 pier. The elimination 
of xat in 7:1 is not so much a case of asyndeton as it is 
the elimination of a xat from the beginning of a sentence 
which clearly starts a new section in John. Here one 
should expect asyndeton, and the xat is the more difficult 
reading . i 

At only one point is the decision more difficult. 
In 7:12, for the second division of the crowd, P75 B W 8 pc 
SB read aXXot 6e and P66 K D L pier read aXXot . The prob- 
lem here is whether the absence of 6c is secondary and to 
be explained as conforming to a Johannine habit when indi- 
cating various divisions of crowds (cf. 7:^1; 9-9t 16; 
10:20, 21; 12:29) or whether its addition is secondary and 
to be explained from the preceding pev, thereby improving 
the style. Probably the omission here is the more diffi- 
cult reading and is to be considered original (WH put it in 

22 Cf. Colwell, "Scribal Habits," p. 38l. 
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brackets). j 

The Instances of alternative conjunctions are also 
probably secondary. Three of them are singular to P66 
(7:28 6e 1. ouv; 9:28 yap 1. 6e; 13:29 6e 1. rap). Another 
two involve a pair of alterations (8:23, 25 eXeyov ouv 
. . . xai eXeyov 1. icat eXeyov . . . cXcyov ouv), the sec- 
ond of which is singular to P66. The 6e for re in 4:42 is 
the result either of a misreading or of the substitution of 
a more common for a less common word. The ouv 1. xot in 
8:23 and 9:12 is to be explained as a secondary conformation 
to a more characteristically Johannine mode of expression. 

It may be concluded, therefore, that in the varia- 
tions involving conjunctions, P66 has a tendency to pick up 
secondary readings, and for the most part these readings 
again, as in transpositions, create an easier or smoother 
text. 

Variations in Verb Forms . Sixty-one items in our 
list of variations involve verb forms of various kinds. As 
with the transpositions and conjunctions, the majority of 
these, when such can be Judged, show secondary processes to 
be at work in P66. 

1. Tense and Aktlonsart . Twenty-three of the 6l 
variations of verb forms involve tense and Aktlonsart . 
Although a decision based on Johannine style, or other 
internal considerations, is not self-evident in many 
instances, there are some which seem quite clear. 
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There are six readings where P66 has a perfect for 

the aorist found in the Neutral tradition. Three times the 

change is from aneoretXev to anearaXxev (6:57; 7:29; 8:42). 

Of this verb, Abbott has noted: " 'AttootcXXuj is mostly 

(15 times) in the aorist, when applied to God as sending 

Christ. " 2 3 The three readings of P66 are a part of these 

15* and are therefore probably secondary. 

The same is true of the reading of e5eXr]Xu8a for 
«5i)X9ov at 8:42. Abbott notes of epxouai or e^epxouat 
that they "are used for the most part in the aorist . . . 
to describe the Son as coming (or being sent) from the 
Father, but in the perfect to describe His having arrived 
in the world" (p. 334). Since the context here is eyw yap 
ex tou Qeou €5tjX6ov, the singular reading of P66 is most 
likely secondary. In fact, 8:42 is the reference Abbott 
chose to illustrate this usage. 

There are four places where P66 changes an imperfect 
to an aorist (9:10, 12; 11:13, 37). Although Judgment is 
difficult here and must finally rest on whether Johannine 
Aktionsarten are meaningful, it is perhaps significant that 
P66 only once (7:30) varies from the Neutral tradition in 
reading an Imperfect for the aorist, and here it is most 



2 3orammar, p. 332. 
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likely the result of a scribal slip." j 

There are two interchanges of the future and present 
(8:36; 15:21). Again, Judgment is difficult, except to 
note that these are singular to P66. Perhaps it is signifi- 
cant that both changes occur in a loglon of Jesus, and in 
each case the reading of P66 is more "existential" for the 
scribe's contemporaries. "If the Son therefore frees you, 
you are indeed free." "But all these things they are doing 
to you because of ray name." I 

There are nine other readings which involve Aktlon - 
sart in moods outside the indicative; and in every instance 
P66 reads an aorist for the present of the Neutral tradi- 
tion. There exists no full study of Johannine style at 
this point. However, there are indications that John uses 
Aktionsart meaningfully. ^5 a clear example is the tva 
YVcotc xat YtvwoKTvre of 10:38. The same is true of the 
imperatives in 2:l6, apare . . . , un noteire. (Cf. also, 
the imperatives in 5:8). 

Turner has noted that eav with the present subjunc- 
tive is common in Koine Greek and usually indicates mean- 
ingful Aktionsart , i.e. it "denotes a hypothesis which can 

"enePaXXev 1. enePaXev. The scribe made an iden- 
tical slip at 7:44, but corrected it by rubbing out one X. 

^5cf. Abbott, Grammar , p. 369: "... John, more 
than many Greek authors, utilizes the shades of difference 
between the aorist and present subjunctive . " 
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occur over and over again" (p. 114). Of eav with the 
aorist, he says: "This represents a definite event as 
occurring only once In the future, and conceived as taking 
place before the time of the action of the main verb" 
( ibid . ) . Por the most part John appears to keep thl3 
meanlngfulness In eav-clauses. However, such does not 
always seem to be the case. Abbott has correctly observed 
that In John's repeated use of eav with the present, which 
is more frequent than In the Synoptics, "it i3 not always 
easy to perceive the difference of meaning" (p. 371). 

P66 four times reads an aorlst subjunctive for the 
present of the Neutral tradition in eav(oTav) -clauses 
(6:62; 7:27; 14:13; 15:4). In two of these the aorlst is 
clearly the more logical Aktionsart . In 6:62 their "seeing 
the Son of Man ascending where he was formerly" is scarcely 
"meaningful" as a repeated occurrence. The same is true of 
the "coming of the Christ" in 7:27. The more "logical" 
aorlst of P66 in both of these instances is almost certainly 
secondary. On the other hand, the "meanlngfulness" of 
Aktionsart in 14:13 and 15:4 would appear to be able to go 
either way. 

Two others of the variations of Aktionsart involve 
the Imperative (10:38; 16:24). If our early witnesses are 
to be trusted, John has a particular avoidance of the 
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aorist imperative with ntoTeuctv. 2 " The moTtuoare of P66 
in 10:38 therefore is probably secondary. So also is the 
atrnoaodc of P66 in 16:24, which is a much easier reading 
than atrctrc. 

According to Abbott, whose Judgment seezs well- 
founded, John in tva -clauses seems to make a "deliberate 
discrimination in his references to the beginning and the 
permanent development of ' believing '" (p. 38l). Whether or 
not this may be styled a Johannlne characteristic, it Is 
certainly a characteristic of the Neutral tradition, which 
reads tva ntaTcuijTe with "meaningfulness'' (i.e. as the 
■permanent development of belie ving") at five places (6:29; 
13:19; 17:21; 19:35; 20:31). P66 is lacking at 6:29, but 
is faithful to its basic textual tradition in the latter 
three. At 13:19, however, it reads the aorist, which is 
secondary to its own tradition, and probably also to 
John. 27 

In 13:37 P66 reads the aorist infinitive axoXovBi&ai 



°Cf. the discussion in Abbott, Graanar , pp. 319-320. 

* 7 D and the Byzantine tradition read the aorist at 
all times. The present subjunctive at these points seexs 
to be preferred on the grounds that the aorist Is the acre 
common reading, and scribes are more likely to have changed 
toward a more common form than away from it. It seeas less 
likely that a second century scribe should prefer a less 
common form and thus create "meaningful" Aktionsart (the 
present sublunctlve at least has the possibility of being 

meaningful ) than that he should prefer a core cocraon 
expression, thereby disregarding what for the author may 
have been "meaningful." 
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for the avoXoirtctv of B and C. There can be little ques- 
tion that deliberate alteration is involved here. In verse 
36 Jesus has already said, onou unaya> ou 6uvaoat uot vuv 
axoXouOrjoat, avoXoudqoett 6c uarepov. The question is 
whether B and C "improve" Johannine Aktlonsart because of 
the "propinquity of apTt n 28 (^ so ^ wny here only and not 
in v. 36?), or whether ?66 and most other KSS fail to see 
what is perhaps a subtle use of Aktlonsart and conform to 
the first occurrence of the word. If B is at fault here, 
this is assuredly "scholarly" revision, and to the degree 
that it is less "scholarly," P66 is here secondary to its 
basic tradition. 

The one other variation of Aktlonsart is the reading 
Ycrapevou [ sic] 1. Yivouevou at 13:2. Whether the foot- 
washing took place after or during supper can hardly be 
decided on internal grounds, unless the "dipping of the 
sop" in v. 26 indicates that dinner was still in progress. 
Whatever may be the Johannine original, ?66 is clearly 
secondary to its basic tradition, being the only early MS 
of this tradition which reads the aorist participle. 

2. Voice. There are five places where P66 differs 
from the Neutral tradition in the voice of verbs (not 
including 16:24 above, where tense is also involved). 



co For this argument, see H. C. Hoskler, Codex B and 



Its Allies, pp. 351-352. 
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Three of these Involve the future of £au> (6:57, 58; 11:19)> 
which In the NT Is far more common In the middle, and is 
usually universally so attested in the MS tradition. In 
John, however, the Neutral tradition, often with a few 
others, almost unanimously supports the future active at 
5:25; 6:57; 6:58; 14:19 (only P45 reads the future active 
at 11:25). At 5:25, where P66 is adhering more closely 
to its basic tradition, it also reads the active. In the 
other three instances, however, it reads the middle with 
the majority. The future active of this verb is probably 
a Johannine feature, since the Neutral MSS do not make a 
point of changing the middle to the active in the other 
writings of the NT. P66 therefore is clearly secondary at 
this point. 

Although Abbott tries to show distinctions between 
the active and middle of atretv in John, his distinctions 
do not seem to hold true. 2 9 if the middle is used to mean 
"ask earnestly," one may well question the undisputed 
occurrences of the active in 14:13, 14; 15:l6; 16:23, 24. 
The middle occurs only three times in John, twice with 
universal H3 support (15:7; 16:26), and once (11:22) where 
only P45, P66 and W read the active. This latter may be 
only a scribal slip (the addition of a a), but it is almost 
certainly secondary. 

^Grammar, pp. 389-390. 
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John uses the verb anoxptvcoQat approximately 74 
times in the aorist, and almost always in the aorist 
passive, with little textual variation. The aorist middle 
occurs at 5*17 and 5:19 in all major MSS except D and W. 
At 18:34 P66 and several others also read anexpivaTO. On 
the basis of ardua lectio potior , P66 here may well pre- 
serve the original reading. 

3. Mood. There are four readings in P66 where it 
differs from the Neutral tradition in the mood of the verb, 
and in all four cases P66 has a secondary reading. 

In 4:l4 and 10:5 (where it is Joined by P75) P66 
reads the aorist subjunctive for the future indicative in 
an emphatic denial. This is probably secondary in the 
interest of better Greek. The same is true of the aorist 
subjunctive for the future indicative in the tva -clause in 
3:7. It is difficult to explain the origin of the indica- 
tive, if P66 has preserved the original reading. In 6:6k 
the alternative tk; i\v o ucXXujv aurov in ?66 K for the rt<; 
coTtv o Trapa&ouaouv aurov of the rest appears to be in the 
interest of easier Greek. (The future participle is rare 
in the New Testament.) Again, to explain the reading of 
the majority as derived from that of ?66 would be difficult 
indeed. 

4. Parataxis. Although parataxis is not as common 
in John as in Mark, it still occurs often enough to make it 
one of the marks of Johannine style. P66 has two readings 
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where the parataxis of the Neutral tradition is broken: 

13:12 ore ouv evttyev . . . xat eXapev . . . xat avencaev 
naXtv, etnev B (k) C W 

otc ouv evttyev . . . eXaPev . . . xat avaneacuv 
naXtv, etnev P66 A L T pc 

otc ouv evttyev . . . xat eXaflev . . . avaneacuv 
naXtv, etnev D 8 Byz TR 

i * 

i 

13:26 Paijau to tyujptov xat ftouacu aurcu B C (L) pc 

$ai(a$ to tyuuutov ent&uuauu P66 K (D A) Byz TR 

P66 is probably secondary in both cases, especially 13:12,. 

where the participial construction improves an otherwise 

cumbersome sentence. 

Possibly the omission of Xauflavet xat in 13:26 is 
also an elimination of parataxis; but it is probably noth- 
ing more than an omission of an unnecessary redundancy. 3° 
(Cf . the singular omission in P66 of utttjyov . . . xat in 
12:11.) 

At one other point P66 preserves a paratactic 
construction, which is participial in the Neutral tradition 
(12:6 etxev, xat 1. exwv). On the basis of stylistic con- 
siderations P66 may well preserve the original at this 
point . 

In variations involving verb forms, therefore, much 



3°C. k # Barrett, The Gospel According to St John 
(London, 1962), p. 373* suggests that the XauPavei xat 
may have been added to recall the notable action of Jesus 
at the last supper, repeated in the Eucharist, of taking 
the bread before distribution." But by the same token, it 
may have been omitted because the action here, which pre- 
cipitated the betrayer's foul deed, seemed too closely 
related to the eucharistic action. 
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the same kind of process appears to be at work in P66 as in 
regard to other grammatical points: P66 sometimes pre- 
serves what appear to be original readings, but at most 
places where it deviates from its basic textual tradition, 
it does so in favor of an easier or smoother text. 

Personal Pronouns . In our list of 376 variants 
there are 21 which involve the addition/omission of per- 
sonal pronouns. It has already been noted that John has a 
rather n un-Greek" proclivity toward expressing the personal 
pronouns in the nominative. There are five instances where 
P66 omits the nominative pronoun (6: 40; 7:36; 8:42; 13:33; 
14:4), and a single instance where it is added (13:34). 
P66 here seems to show a tendency away from the Johannine 
toward a more common Greek idiom. ! 

On the other hand, there is a tendency in P66 to add 
the possessive pronoun (e.g. 4:53; 13:22; 18:11; 20:17, 30). 
Each of these involves narnp or ]iaBnrai . An omission in 
such instances would be less easily explained than an 
addition in the interest of a fuller text. 
; The other instances of addition/omission of the per- 
sonal pronoun involve the direct or indirect object. P66 
reads the pronoun at five places (1:38; 9:35; 12:47; 13:36; 
14:7), and is without it in six others (7:34, 36; 10:25; 
11:32; 13:26; 15:7). 31 The readings of P66 at 12:47 and 

31ihis may also be true at 15:22 where the text 
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13:26 seem clearly secondary. In 12:47 the pronoun is 
added to "fill out" the sentence; in 13:26 the omission 
removes a "Semitic 11 redundancy. 32 But there seems to be no 
clear tendency in P66 at this point, and each instance must 
be evaluated on its own merits. Moreover, the decision 
will often be made on external grounds, since the Fourth 
Gospel itself appears to show no special tendencies at this 
point. 33 

The Article Before Proper Names . There are 19 
variations in P66 which involve the addition/omission of 
the article before proper names. In ten instances P66 
reads the article against the Neutral KSS (1:35; 6:7* 43; 
7:16; 8:12, 58; 9:35; 11:18; 13:29 bis) ; there are nine 
instances where P66 is anarthrous (6:70; 9:28, 37; 11:14, 
25, 40; 12:2; 14:9; 18:38), not counting nine other places 



appears to read apaprtaq without aurmv. But there is an 
interlinear lacuna directly following apaprtaq. At the 
lower part of the lacuna there seem to be clear traces of 
an interlinear addition of the aurarv. This reading is 
therefore included in the discussion of corrections. 

32 See Barrett, The Gospel, p. 373. 

33^ check of the remaining nine points of variation 
against the critical texts of Tischendorf, Westcott-Hort, 
von Soden, and Nestle -Aland is interesting. Westcott-Hort 
read with P75 B against P66 at all nine. points. 
Tischendorf and Nestle-Aland read with P75 B in every case 
but 7:34 and 36, where P75 B are almost alone. Von Soden 
reads with P66 Byz against P75 3 at 7:34, 36; 9:35; 13:36; 
15:7. In the other four instances P06 is supported by a 
very few other HSS. It would seem that the editor's pro- 
clivities toward certain MSS and KS traditions are in 
evidence here. 
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where the article was originally omitted, but corrected by 
later addition. To determine the tendencies of P66 at this 
point is a little more difficult, for here in particular 
one is not always certain of Johannine style. Eovever, it 
has often been suggested that P66 tends to support the 
Heutral tradition with a very high level of agreesent.^ 

It has often been noted that proper names, espe- 
cially Irjaou?, are perhaps more often anarthrous in John 
than elsewhere in the NT; but until recently there has been 
no detailed study of this usage in the Fourth Gospel. 
Blas3-Debrunner-Funlc,35 yon Soden,3° and Abbott37 have 

short sections but they only give general directions as to 
usage, nothing definitive. J. H. Bernard observed that 
Inoous is frequently anarthrous in certain idioaatic 



^This was first noted by Martin in the editio 
prlnceps, p. 144. Cf. Smothers, "Papyrus Bodmer II, ; * 
pp. 435-439, and Birdsall, The Bod-er Papyrus , pp. 15-16. 
Cf. also Richard C. Nevius, "She Use of the Definite Arti- 
cle with 'Jesus' in the Fourth Gospel," NTS , XII (1965/66), 
82-84. The work by Nevius is the most important attempt 
thus far to deal with this question. Unfortunately, how- 
ever, he fails to consider the evidence of P73- Ee has 
also incorrectly cited the evidence for P66 B agreement. 
He has suggested that P66 agrees with B In omitting the 
article at five places where 3 had no previous support 
(p. 84). However, the inclusion of 10:34 in this list is 
quite misleading, since P66 has a complete change of word 
order and B is supported by P45 and W. P75 also supports 
P66 and B at 9:41. 



3- >Greek Grammar , par. 280. 
3 &Dle Schrlften , 1:2:319-1. 
37Grammar, pp. 57-58. 
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constructions, but his hesitance at this point is revealed 
in his conclusion: "Where the article is missing before 
*It|. the text always calls for scrutiny. "38 

Much or the difficulty here has been due to the text 
of B, which is anarthrous in John far more often than are 
the other great uncials — so much so in fact that the anar- 
throus Itjaous in John has often been considered to be the 
anarthrous Itjcoik; of Codex Vaticanus.39 

Recently R. C. Nevius has offered a more detailed 
study of this usage in the Fourth Gospel, in which he noted 
that P66 often tends to support B.^° He further suggested 
that the frequent occurrence of an anarthrous text in other 
early KSS is perhaps a significant clue to Johannine style. 
His final conclusion seems quite important: "The larger 
number of these instances [of anarthrous readings] seems to 
preclude any rational explanation, other than that we are 
here confronted with a subtle style which I think must be 



3" A Critical and Exegetlcal Commentary on the Gospel 
According to Sr. John (Edinburgh, 192b), I, .43. 

39 ibid . cf . Abbott, Grammar , p. 57, n. 2, who notes 
that his "statistics" are doubtful owing to . . . the weak- 
nesses of B on this point." H. C. Hoskier, whose antago- 
nism toward Hort makes him incautious, charges: "This 
perpetual slurring of the article before Irjaouq, sometimes 
by K, sometimes by B . . ., is not conducive to a high 
regard for the care and respect we should expect in these 
two great manuscripts of antiquity, before whoa the schol- 
ars of the world to-day bow down and worship" ( Codex B , II, 
259, n. 2). 

^°See supra , p. 1^6, n. 3^. 
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traced ultimately to the author of the Fourth Oospel rather 
than to the scribe of Codex Vatlcanus" (p. 85). 

Nevius, however, bases this conclusion chiefly on 
statistics of a rather general kind. Apart from his sug- 
gestion that some anarthrous readings may be the result of 
the beginning of lections, only the cnexpxBr\ Inaou<; idiom 
was isolated in terms of suggesting clues to Johannine 
style . 

In order, therefore, to evaluate the text of P66 at 
this point, an attempt to discover Johannine style is here 
offered. Although the following study is limited to Iqaouq 
in the nominative, this is by far the most common occur- 
rence of a proper name in John (approximately 195 instan- 
ces). The results of this study, therefore, should offer 
guidelines for a total study of the article before names. 

The most frequent occurrence of Iqaou? in John is in 
constructions which introduce direct discourse (approxi- 
mately 99 times). The Johannine idiom at this point has 
two basic forms, with some variable patterns within each: 
aTTcxpiOn Iijcjous *at einev aurotq and Xeret (etnev) 
aurai(-Ti, -01?) Co] Inoouq Although the second formula is 
more frequent, there appears to be no set pattern as to 
when one is preferred to the other. Apart from an occa- 
sional longer formulation involving introductory sentences 
with participial constructions (e.g. 1:42; 7:28), these two 
basic forms account for every occurrence but three where 
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proper names are found in introductory formulations in 
4l 



John. 



ho 
In the twenty-fifth edition of Nestle -Aland, * there 



are 14 occurrences of the full idiom anexptSn, In,oou<; xat 
etnev aurotq. 3 j n 12:30 (where the aurot? is lacking) the 
form is broken in P75 B L 157 1321 to read anexptOti xat 
etnev In,aou<;. In the 13 remaining occurrences, B has an 
anarthrous Itiooui; in all but 6:29, where ?66 has a lacuna 
and P75 is anarthrous with K W pier. P66 is extant at 13 
instances (including 12:30) and is anarthrous in all but 
6:43.^ P75 is lacking only at 13:7 and 20:28 and is 
anarthrous in every instance where it is extant. 

There can be little question, therefore, that the 
basic Neutral tradition has an anarthrous In,aou<; with this 
idiom. That the idiom is also Johannine, not simply 
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8:12 naXtv ouv auTOt? eXaXn,oev o Inaouq XeYiuv; 
,12:23 o 6e Itjoou<; anoxptverat aurots Xeytwv; and 12:44 
Iqoouq 6e expa^ev xat etnev. Cf . 5:17 where P75 B K W 
1241 omit iTjaouq. 

ho 

The use of Nestle-Aland here does not mean to 

imply that this is the Johannine original. It is simply a 
useful tool from which to start the discussion. 

43 1:48, 50; 2:19: 3:3, 10; 4:10, 13; 6:29, 43; 7:21; 
8:14; 12:30 (om. aurot<;); 13:7; 14:23. There are three 
other occurrences with another name than I^oouq (3:9* 27; 
20:28) and seven others with a common noun, pronoun, or no 
subject expressed (4:17; 7:52; 8:39* 48; 9:30, 34, 36; 
18:30). 

^P66 is also anarthrous at 10:34 where it reverts 
back to anexptSr] Iqaouq xat etnev avroiq from the "broken" 
formulation anexptBn, aurotq o I^aouq. 
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Neutral, is perhaps demonstrated by the lack of consistency 
with which the other early uncials read the article. W 
reads the article only at 7:21 (and 6:43, where it is pre- 
ceded by ouv). K reads the article at four other places: 
1:48; 2:19; 3:3* 10 (it breaks the form at 8:14); and D at 
two others: 4:10; 8:14 (as well as at 6:29 with B, and 
6:43 and 7:21 with W) . All of this seems to indicate that 
this is the idiom of John, and that later scribes, finding 

! it peculiar, tended rather indiscriminately to conform to 

4*5 
the more common usage of the article with Iqoou<; . J 

This is further confirmed by an examination of the 

idiom in the instances where it is "broken" into two other 

basic patterns: anexptQn Iqaouq and anexpt©Ti aur(ot<;) 

Co] Inoou?. 46 



^5cf. the conclusion of Nevius, "Definite Article," 
p. 85s "indeed, if anarthrous style were a personal idio- 
syncracy of the scribes of D and B, one might expect to 
find more consistency in their omissions. There may be 
some personal preference reflected here, but a case could 
equally be made for other manuscripts adding the article 
in a belief that proper names naturally should have the 
particle." 

• "That anexptSr] Iriaouq xat eirrev auroiq is the basic 
form and the others "broken" patterns seems to be supported 
by the fact that the MS tradition tends to go toward the 
former from the latter, but seldom vice versa . P66, e.g., 
reverts to the apparently basic form at 10:34 and 18:37/ 
but never goes the other direction. Various uncials add" 
xat einev Cauroiq] at 3:5; 8:19, 49; 9:13; 13:38; 19:11. 
On the other hand, the omission of these words in instances 
where almost all MSS read them occurs only at 3:3 and 12:30 
in singular readings of k, and in 13:7 in a singular read- 
ing of Codex 33. • 

This direction of change is quite opposite the 
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The use of the article with anexptOt] Inoouq is 
almost identical with that of the basic form. There are 14 
occurrences of this pattern (including ancxptOt) Itjoou<; auruo 
at 13:8 [B A C L] and aTToxpiveTCU Inoouq at 13:38). ^ B is 
anarthrous in all but two instances (3:5; 18:37)* including 
'19:11 where it adds ourcu after anexpte^. P66 is extant at 
eleven places (lacking 18:8, 37; 19:11) and is anarthrous 
in each instance, including 13:8 and 13:36 where it reads 
anexptOn aurou Inaouq and 18:34 where it reads aTTexptvaro 
for ancxpt©n* p 75 has text only at six places (3:5; 8:19, 
49, 5^; 9:3; 11:9) and is always anarthrous. 

P75, therefore, is consistently anarthrous whenever 
Itioous immediately follows the verb. P66 reads the article 
once (6:43)* plus one other instance where it omits the 
ccutok; of the other Neutral MSS (10:25). B reads the 
article on three occasions (3:5; 6:29; 18:37). 

The probability that this is a Johannine, not simply 
a Neutral, phenomenon is again demonstrated by the incon- 
sistency of the other early MSS. W, for example, which 



"Atticizing" tendency for which G. D. Kilpatrick has argued 
in regard to this idiom (see "Atticism and the Text of the 
Greek New Testament," Neutestamentliche Aufsatze , ed. 
J. Binzler, et al. [Regensburg, 19&3L P« 126). As far as 
the Gospel of John is concerned, Kilpatrick has apparently 
missed the tendency of variation. Cf. the discussion 
infra , pp. 236-239. 

47 3:5; 8:19, 49, 54; 9:3; 11:9; 13:8, 36, 38; 18:8, 
34, 36, 37; 19:11. 
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reads the article at 8:19; 13:38; and 18:34, 1b anarthrous 
at both places where B Is not. Codex Sinaiticus, which 
reads with W against B at 8:19 (hut not at 18:37} > also 
adds the article at 8:49 and 8:54. tt also has the most 
difficulty with the shortened formula, adding xat etnev 
at 8:19 and 8:49 and the pronoun after anexptSn at 13:36; 
18:34; and 19:11, where in each instance it also adds the 
article. 

We may conclude, then, with a high de gree of proba- 
bility that the anarthrous Itjcou^ when it immediately 
follows ancxpten is a Johannine idiom, and that P66 at this 
point is faithful to its basic textual tradition: as well as 
to the original text of John. 

When this basic formula is "broken," however, by the 
insertion of either a pronoun or a conjunction (or both) 
between aTrexptSu and Iipou*;, Johannine style is a little 
more difficult to ascertain. In Nestle -Aland there are 
twelve such readings.^ B, with P75> omits o Iricrouq in 
5:19. Otherwise it reads the article only at 6:26; 6:70; 
and 10:32. In each of these three instances tbe whole MS 
tradition reads o Inaou?, except s at 6:26 and P66 at 6:70. 
Moreover, in Its eight anarthrous readings B is singular at 
10:25 and 13:26, is Joined by K alone at 7:l6, by P66 alone 



^5:19; 6:26, 70; 7:16; 8:34; 10:25, 32, 34; 13:26; 
:20. 2^. 



16:31; 18:20, 23. 
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at 8:3*, and by P45 V alone at 10:3**. There is therefore 
in B a clear tendency to be anarthrous even when the idiom 
is "broken." 

P66 again generally supports B. It has lacunae at 
6:26 and 18:23, omits outoi? at 10:25 and our at 13:36, and 
reverts to the basic idiom at 10:34. Of the reaaining 
seven instances it reads the article at 5:19 (with all JS5 
except P75 and B which omit Inoou?), 7:l6 (against B k), 
and 10:32 (with all known KSS). It has a singular anar- 
throus Inaouq at 6:70 and Joins B at 8:34; 16:31; and 23:20. 
Horeover, in two other instances where it reads this for- 
mula (13:8; 13:36) it is also anarthrous. 

P75* on the other hand, reads at only four instances 
(6:70; 10:25, 32, 34) and has the article in each instarce. 
(it reads ancxpten Ii\aov<; at 8:3^.) However, the value of 
its witness here is quite limited, since in two of these 3 
also reads the article (6:70; 10:32) and in one of the 
other two B is singular (10:25). 

The graphic presentation of this discussion is fceod 
in Table VH. It will be noted that P66 and B are alone im 
their tendency to be anarthrous with this "broken" pattera. 
However, the anarthrous Itjaou<; does occur occasionally in 
the other MSS. The problem is whether one is here dealing 
with a strictly Johannine idiosyncracy or that of the 
scribes of P66 and B. Abbott has suggested that "perhaps 
where auroTq or aor$ is inserted, referring back to the 
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person spoken to, a corresponding 6 is more often inserted 
to refer back to Jesus. "49 However, we shall suspend Judg- 
ment for a moment on this point because a similar problem 
arises when one examines the other basic idiom, Xeyet 
aurot? o Inaouq, which is identical to the "broken" 
anexpterj formula except for the verb. 

This basic form occurs 36 times in John. 5° There 
are seven other instances where the pronoun is preceded by 
ouv,51 f 0ur others where ouv or ouv naXiv occurs without 
the pronoun," and four others where the pattern has been 
"broken" to eincv ouv o Itjaou? npoq aurov.53 There are 
only four occasions where Xeyei o Iijoous appears without a 
conjunction or pronoun intervening. ^ On eight other 
occasions the simple form Xcyct aunt) without o Inaou? 
appears, and in all but two (1:51; 21:16), various MSS add 
o Ir\aov<; (the TR so reads at 4:16; 6:21; 18:5). 

An examination of Table VII, as well as an investi- 
gation of particular instances, indicates that the basic 



^ Grammar , p. 57, n. 2. 

50 1: 4 3; 2:4, 7; 4:7, 17, 21, 26, 34, 50; 5:8; 6:35; 
8:25, 39, 42, 58; 9:37, 41; 10:6; 11:14, 23, 25, 40, 44; 
13:10, 29; 14:6, 9; 20:15, 16, 17, 29; 21:10, 12, 15, 17,22. 

516:32, 53; 7:6; 12:35; 13:27; 20:21; 21:5. 

^7:33; 8:28; 10:7; 12:7. i 

534 ; 48; 6:67; 8:31; 18:11. 

546:10; 9:38; 11:39; 13:31. 
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Johannlne form is to read the article before li\ao\j%. The 
article before Itjoous occurs without MS variation at 2:4, 
7: 4:7, 34, 50; 5:8; 6:32, 35; 12:35; 21:15, 22. On twelve 
other occasions an anarthrous Inoou<; is singularly attested 
(1:43 K*; 4:21 8; 4:26 A; 7:6 K*; 8:39 B; 10:7 B; 11:23 A; 
11:25 P66; 12:7 P66*; 13:10 B; 21:10 B; 21:12 B) . 

It was with respect to this idiom in particular that 
B was considered to be at fault. Abbott suggested that the 
peculiarities of B here were probably the result of a con- 
fusion of the final o of cxutok; with the article, 55 which 
in the uncials are so similar. This, however, cannot be 
the explanation for the same phenomenon in P66 and P75. 
P75, for example, which reads the idiom at 30 places, 
varies from B only at 6:53; 7:35 (P75 singular); 8:39 (B 
singular); 8:42; and 10:7 (B singular). At 6:53 and 8:42 
B is Joined only by P66. The other four anarthrous read- 
ings in P75 (8:25, 58; 9:4l; 11:44) are all supported by B. 
This means, therefore, that although they do not entirely 
agree, P75 and B both witness to a similar phenomenon, 
which is not a peculiarity of Vaticanus alone. 

The witness of P66 further confirms this. P66 
shares 37 readings with B, of which six are anarthrous 
(6:53; 8:25, 42; 9:41; 20:15, 29). It reads an anarthrous 
Inoou? against B at seven other points (9:37; 11:14, 25, 



55 

-'-' Grammar , p. 57, n. 1. 
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40; 12:7; 14:6, 9), and has the article where B is anar- 
throus at seven others (8:39* 58; 10:7; 11:44; 13:10, 27, 
29). Although this does not amount to full agreement, it 
does point to a similar phenomenon occurring in both MSS. 
It is also interesting that this phenomenon does not occur 
in the Neutral tradition until 6:53, and thereafter occurs 
in earnest from chapter 8 on. 

Of the Johannine use of the article before Inoouq 
in constructions introducing direct discourse, we may make 
the following general conclusions: ! 

1. In the idiom anexptSn Inaouq xat etnev auTotq, 
it is the Johannine habit to have an anarthrous Inoouq 
when the noun immediately follows the verb. This does not 
mean, of course, that it is an ironclad rule. 

2. In the anexpieti Inaouq idiom, where the verb and 
noun are separated by the insertion of a pronoun, and in 
the Xeyet aurui [o] Iijoouq idiom, the Johannine habit is to 
read the article before Incrous, with occasional lapses to 
an anarthrous reading. It does not appear that any pattern 
may be established as to when the reading is anarthrous. 

The other 93 occurrences (as counted in Nestle- 
Aland) of Incouq in the Fourth Gospel are not as easily 
classified. However, the above analysis indicates that a 
clue may be found in terms of word order. 5" The 93 



^Cf . E. C. Colwell, "A Definite Rule for the Use of 
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occurrences were accordingly classified into three basic 
word-order groupings: (l) where Itjooui; precedes the verb 
(26 times), (2) where Itjoous immediately follows the verb 
(42 times), (3) where It}oou<; follows the verb, but is 
separated from it by other words (25 times). An analysis 
of the readings in these groups yields the following 
results . 

1. In most of the places where Itjctous precedes the 
verb, 5' the Johannine usage is clearly discernible. On 
seven occasions it appears at the beginning of a sentence 
with the common Greek idiom, o be Itjcous or o ouv Itjoou? 
On every other occasion It}oou<; is anarthrous in the Neutral 
tradition and usually is so in the entire Greek tradition. 
It is always anarthrous when it is the first word in a 
sentence and is followed by the conjunction (6:15; 8:59* 
11:33, 38; 12:44; 18:4; 19:26). On nine other occasions, 
it is the first word in a ort -clause . She KS tradition 
here, although not unanimous, is overwhelmingly in favor of 



the Article in the Greek New Testament," JBL , LII (1933), 
p. 13* where he suggests that his "rule" was discovered on 
the basis of word order. 

^'This means participles as well as main verbs. It 
was found that when Itioouq is used with a participle and a 
verb, and the participle precedes the verb, usage of the 
article with Irioouq appeared to be controlled by its 
relationship with the participle rather than the verb. 
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the anarthrous usage as Johannine. 5° (^ three other 

occasions Irjaouq is accompanied by the intensive auro$ 
(2:24; 4:2, 44). Except for 2:24, the MS tradition is 
strongly in favor of an anarthrous Irjaom; here as a Johan- 
nine idiom. It is interesting to note further that when- 
ever any of the major MSS invert the word order from verb- 
subject to subject-verb, they invariably keep the Johannine 
Idiom. Thus P66 D read Itjoou^ cXtiXu8ei for eXqXu6ct o 
Iijaou<; at 11:30; D Itioou^ cueXXev for eueXXev o Inoou? 
at 11:51; A L X 33 PC Inoou? epxeTcu for coxeTat o Itjoous 
at 12:12; and P66 B Itjoom; et6a><; for etftm^ o Itjooi*; at 
19:28. 

This means, therefore, that except for the common 
o 6e Itioou^ idiom, In<?ou? is anarthrous in John when it 
precedes the verb. P66 at this point conforms both to the 
Johannine idiom and to its basic tradition, except at 4:47, 
where the scribe rubbed out an original o, apparently 
correcting his own error. 

2. In the 25 instances where Iqooix; follows the 
verb, but is separated from it by another word, the article 
is read without variation in the majority of instances. 



58ln two of these (20:14; 21:4) Itioouq is the 
predicate noun. The usage here, therefore, conforms not 
only to this Johannine habit, but also to "Colwell's rule" 
that proper names are anarthrous when they are predicate 
nouns. See "Definite Rule," p. 20. This also explains the 
only instance (6:42) where Inooui; is anarthrous without MS 
variation, when it follows the verb. 
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K» is singularly anarthrous at 6:5 and 6:61, L at 6:17, D 

at 11:4, and B at 5:14 and 19:5. Besides these, B is 

anarthrous in the following four instances: 

6:3 P66 B K* D W avT)X6ev 6e eiq to opoq Iqaouq 
A L rell avT]X6ev 6c ct? to opo? o Iqaou^ 

12:1 P66 B 13 124 ov cyetpev ex vexparv It^oou? 

K ov cyetpev iTjaouq ex vexpaov 

A D W L pm ov cyetpev ex vexpaov o Iijcout; 

6 X Byz TO ov eycipev ex vexptsv 

19*30 B V eXaPev to o?o? Inoou^ 

A 8 L Byz TO eXaPev to o*o<; o I^aou^ 
K* cXa0ev to o^oq 



21:1 B C egxivepajaev eaurov naXtv Itjaous 

A (»0 N Byz TO e<pavepa>aev eaurov naXtv o Itioou^ 
D (k) pc naXtv cipavcpBcaev eaurov 

This means that, as elsewhere, P66 tends to support B in 
its anarthrous readings (failing to do so only at 5:14). 
P75 has lacunae at each of these instances, except 5s 14 
where it supports P66. The Johannirie habit seems quite 
clear here: Where Inoou? is separated from the verb, the 
author almost always reads the article. However, the 
strong Neutral and Western evidence for an anarthrous 
Itioou? at 6:3 say indicate that the author himself occa- 
sionally deviated from his normal pattern. 

3. More difficult of solution are the instances 
where Itjoou? ismediately follows the verb. Whereas there 
is only one instance where all KSS are anarthrous (6:42, 
where it is a predicate noun), there are ten where all 
agree in reading the article (2:22; 4:54; 5:6; 6:1; 7:37; 
9:14; 11:30; 19:28; 20:2; 21:25) and seven others where 
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only one MS Is anarthrous (7:1 B; 10:23 B; 19:20 X; 20:26 W; 
20:30 D; 21:7 D; 21:20 D). 

It will be noted from Table VTI that B has more 
anarthrous readings here than any other MS. However, many 
of these occur in the later chapters of John, where P75 is 
lacking and P66 has many lacunae. P75 and B share 20 read- 
ings where Iijaouq Immediately follows the verb. Of these 
they share six anarthrous readings (5:1; 7:14; 9:35; 11:32, 
51; 12:16). F75 and B disagree three times where the 
latter is anarthrous (1:47; 7:1 sol ; 12:36), and once where 
the former is anarthrous (7:28). 

Much the same situation prevails between P66 and B. 
They share nine anarthrous readings (5:1; 7:14; 11:32, 46, 
51; 12:16, 36; 13:21, 23); they disagree once where P66 
is anarthrous (11:35) and four times where B is anarthrous 
(1:47; 7:1 sol; 9:35; 10:23 sol ). Both this high level of 
agreement at a rather insignificant point and the frequent 
instances where P66 P75 B are Joined by other than Neutral 
MSS seems to indicate that, although Iijoouq with the 
article is the more typically Johannine pattern, an occa- 
sional anarthrous Itjoou^ when it immediately follows the 
verb belongs to the author and not to the scribes of the 
Neutral tradition. 

It should be noted by way of conclusion to this 
discussion that, although P66 does add/omit the article 
sometimes at variance with the Neutral MSS, for the most 
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part It adheres quite closely — almost rigidly — to its basic 
textual tradition. Moreover, in so doing it is generally 
in keeping with Johannine style. In fact the witness of 
P66 may be very important for the discovery of Johannine 
style at this point, since this is one of the few points of 
grammar where P66 fails to pick up a pattern of secondary 
readings, In the sense that it fails to read the much more 
common Greek Idiom of using the article before the proper 
name. 

Miscellaneous Variations . There are a few other 
points of Johannine grammar where variations in P66 may be 
checked, and where its idiosyncracies may be noted. 

At three places P66 reads the attracted form of the 
relative pronoun against the Neutral tradition (4:5, 50; 
7:39). It fails to do so at 2:22. That the non-attracted 
form is not merely a Neutral phenomenon Is certain in that 
the Neutral MSS do not frequently so read outside of John. 
P66, therefore, is probably again picking up secondary 
readings, both in terms of its basic tradition and of the 
Johannine original. 

Another Johannine characteristic is the use of ex 
with the genitive for the partitive genitive. 59 At this 
point P66 has a good record with respect to the Neutral 
tradition, eliminating the ex only at 12:9. 



-^See Schwelzer, Ego Eimi , p. 92. 
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P66 shows several non-Neutral propensities where 
variant spellings are involved. It seems to have a tend- 
ency to read ou&e cv for ouftev (3:27 with P75 B; 5:19, 30; 
but cf. 1:3). It favors uuoet for ux; (1:32; 6:10; 19:39)* 
ou&enaj for outtuj (7:8* 30), and prefers the declinable form 
of jiopta to uapiau (11:19, 28, 31, 32, 45; 20:11; it has 
been corrected, 11:32 and 20:11). 

Among its non-corrected singular readings of all 
kinds, there are many (besides those noted in the above 
sections) which seem to involve the secondary processes of 
smoothing out, harmonizing, or of being "more instructive." 
The following are but a sampling: 

1:50 P66 reads utto ti\v ctuxtiv to harmonize with 
v. 48. 

6:6l The redundant Ii\oo\)<; is probably a careless 
harmonization to the ordinary Johannine etnev auron; Itiaouq. 

6:69 The singular (with sa) o xptofo? o ayio<; tou 
0eou is probably a partial harmonization to Matthew, which 
later scribes took the whole way. 

; 10: 16 auvayaYctv is more expressive than the '. 

i 

oyaYctv of the rest. j 

1 

11:20 The addition of eaurq<; seems to be a curious 
emphasis on the fact that Mary remained at home, while 
Martha and Jesus were outside the village. 

11:27 The addition of ntareuio appears to be in the 
interest of a more direct answer to Jesus' question. 
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13:5 noSovtTTTTipa Is a more expressive — and accu- 
rate — word at this point than YtTT-rnpa. 

13:33-4 The addition of the non-Johannine nXqv and 
the mark of punctuation before it, is clearly in the 
interest of making better sense of the text. 

15*13 The Tqv eau-rou for aurou is probably for 
emphasis. 

There are a number of other variants in our list, 
which often involve considerable differences of meaning in 
the text. Out of some 26 that have been so assessed, only 
one (16:27 Ocou 1. narpo<;) has found its way into the 
Nestle-Aland text. While this is not a sure criterion as 
to whether a reading is original or secondary, an examina- 
tion of these variants on the basis of "critique ration- 
nelle," seems to support the Nestle -Aland text against 
P66. A few instances follow, in all of which P66 is the 
earliest Greek witness to the text of the TR. (The reading 
of P66 TR is always given first.) 

3:25 IouBattuv 1. Iou6atou. Of this variation 
Barrett correctly observes: "... the singular is unique 
in John, and is more likely to have been changed into the 
plural than vice versa ."" In fact there is scarcely any 
explanation for the singular, except as a deliberate change 
reflecting the Sitz im Leben of a second century scribe. 



60. 



The Gospel According to St John , p. 184. 
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6:42 our 1. vuv. The ouv of P66 and the TR Is sec- 
ondary on all counts. Whether It Is an inadvertant scribal 
error or a deliberate change, the direction of the change 
Is surely to read the more common ouv for vuv at a point 
like this. j 

8:38 etDpaxdTc I*, uxouaarc. The reading of eoopaxare 
is more likely due to an assimilation to the preceding 
clause, than is the well -attested nxouaare a deliberate 
attempt at variation. One must ultimately ask at a point 
like this, to whom is one to attribute the greater insight, 
to the author or to a subsequent scribe? Distinctions are 
probably to be made between the two verbs, and such distinc- 
tions probably belong to the author, not to a second century 
reviser. j 

11:31 Xeyovrc? 1. 6o5avreq. Again, the uncommon 
6o5a,vres could hardly be explained were the frequently 
appearing XerovTeq original. 

11:57 ev-roXnv 1. evroXa?. Although either reading 
is admissable, it seems most likely that a change would be 
made from the generalized "orders" or "directions" in 
favor of a specific "order." ; 

13:18 ou<; 1. Ttva?. The ou? of P66 TR presents a 
smoother text and is much easier to account for as an 
alteration of Ttvaq than vice versa . 

, 14:16 U6VT1 1. r\. Again uevri, which Is probably an 
assimilation to v. 17, is more easily explained as a change 
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t 

from q than vice versa . 

The results of this study, therefore, Indicate that, 
although P66 is basically a member of the Neutral tradition, 
it has a strong strain of readings away from this tradition, 
which for the most part are secondary both to the tradition 
and to the original text of John. A large part of these 
secondary readings are in favor of a smoother, easier text, 
the kind of corruption that is predominant in the Byzantirie 
MSS of later centuries. These conclusions are almost iden- 
tical to those made earlier by Birdsall, whose conclusions 
seem worth repeating: 

In these examples of an attempt to assess P66 by gram- 
matical and stylistic criteria we but emphasize — in an 
acceptable sense--that this is a very 'mixed' text. It 
is a mixture of good and bad, of primitive and recen- 
sional. We find in the Codex acceptable readings . . . 
side by side with patently secondary readings. . . . 
Very few of its singular or subsingular readings com- 
mend themselves as possessing a prima facie claim to 
originality. 



Collation of its readings with the extant evidence 
and examination of them in the light of intrinsic 
criteria of style and language emphasize insights 
already apparent from the slightly younger P^5. In 
these third-century manuscripts, whose evidence takes 
us back into the mid-second century at least, we find 
no pristine purity, no unsullied ancestors of Vaticanus 
but marred and fallen representatives of the original 
text. Features of all the main texts isolated by Hort 
or von Soden are here found — very differently 'mingled 1 
in P66 and P45.°l 



"^- The Bodmer Papyrus , p. 17- 
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II, TOE CORRECTIONS OF ?66 

One of the most important features of P66 Is the 

large number of corrections to its text (approximately 

62 
450), Although the majority of these are corrections of 

scribal slips (approximately 235), a large number .of them 

involve alterations to the text in which both the original 

i 

and the corrected readings are shared by other important 
KSS. It is these alterations which are our primary concern 
In this chapter. However, before examining them, soaae 
preliminary considerations about the corrections are in 
order. 

The Nature of the Corrections . The corrections are 
of four kinds: (l) addition, (2) deletions, (3) correc- 
tions of word order, fcnd (4) alterations involving deletion 
and rewriting. Both their quantity and the nature of the 
errors lead to one conclusion: The scribe was a careless 
and ineffective workman. * He falls into almost all of the 
common scribal errors, such as dittography (1:27 cvtou toy 
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Finality of Judgment is difficult here. There are 

some places where the scribe has clearly written a letter 
incorrectly and crossed It out (e.g. 1:19 navraCvj). At 
other places one cannot tell whether a blank space is the 
result of the crossing out of a letter, or simply a rough 
spot on the papyrus (e.g. 2:12 u[]a9irrat). 

"cf. the judgment of V.^ Martin, Papyrus Bodser II , 
p. 30: "Leur abondance incite a les attrlbuer a l'inatten- 
tion du scribe . . .," and E. C. Colwell, "Scribal Eabits," 
p. 386: "Wildness in copying is the outstanding character- 
istic of P66." 
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toy tpavTa ; 12:26 eav euot ri$ otaxovq cuot Tt? 6taxovq 
euot axoXoueciTm), haplography due to homoioteleuton (4:49 
on. enottioa p. ooa; 10:10 oca. xat nepiaaov exaxJtv p. 
ex«otv), or far more commonly, the dropping of a letter or 
syllable. Other corrections Indicate that he was fre- 
quently copying without paying attention to the context.** 
Most of the simple scribal errors have been correc- 
ted, ^ an( j there seems no good reason to question the Judg- 
ment of Martin that "la reparation de ces tr£s nombreuses 
omissions £tait selon toute probability due au scribe 
original. En tout cas rien n* oblige a les attribuer & une 
autre main. w At many points this is clearly to be seen: 
e.g., at 3:3 where the uutv has been scraped and followed 
by oot; at 4:11 where the q of an original aurq was crossed 
out and followed by the correct »; and at 14:12, where the 
scribe apparently started a dittography of the preceding 
xax6tvo{, caught himself after he had written xaxet, then 



^*See e.g. the XeYco uutv when Jesus is speaking to 
Nicodemus alone; the mark of abbreviation over the 6u of 
0a6u (4:11), which means he started to abbreviate one of 
the nomina sacra: and the ev tub xoauu> for ev tcd opei 
(4:217: 

->I note the following uncorrected readings: 1:4 
om. ev; 2:11 t^C] TaXiXaia^; 4:23 rrpoaxuvouC Iraq; 4: 31 
yero^u; 4:39 uaClrupouaqq; 5*30 6uvouat ; 5 : 36 on C]nrp; 
6:52 oapxav; 6:53 oapxav; 7:24 xptveC ]; 8:20 xa pquaC ]; 
9:17 oxtHva; 11:35 ebpaxuaev; 11:38 eauau-nu; 13:2 
otpoDWO?; 13:9 eyou i ]pt; 18:30 napedouxtpcv. 

^V. Martin, Papyrus Bodmer II , p. 31. 
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crossed out the xa and changed the c to a. The many dele- 
tions where a scraped letter has been left blank are also 
of this type. 

The Important thing to note here Is the frequency of 
omissions, which range from one letter to several words. 
Since so many of the "scribal errors" are of this type, and 
since so many of the corrections where P66* has a singular 
reading are also of this type, one may well hesitate before 
attributing such singular readings to anything more than 
the carelessness of the scribe himself. 

A case In point Is the list of forty-nine readings 
for which M.-E. Bolsmard found support In the versions and 
Fathers ( supra , pp. 77-78); for over half of these "singu- 
lar" readings have been corrected, and most of these 
Involve the omission of a letter or syllable. Finding 
textual relationships in such readings seems to be a doubt- 
ful procedure. j 

But while Inattention or careless copying is the 
probable explanation for most of the corrections, there are 
others for which the only plausible hypothesis is that the 
MS was corrected against another MS (or MSS). This is 
especially true of the corrections involving the addition, 

deletion, or alteration of significant words or groups of 

i 
words . j 

One of the difficulties here is whether these cor- 
rections were made by the original scribe or by a subsequent 
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hand(s). Martin was duly hesitant at this point;°7 and the 
present writer was perhaps too ambitious in assuming that 
only the original scribe made corrections to the MS. The 
full investigation of this question should be undertaken by 
an experienced paleographer; however, some observations 
which do not necessarily require expertise may be in order 
here . ! 

The proper place to start such an investigation is 
probably with the additions, where the scribe's hand is in 
evidence. The letters of many of the additions are not as 
well-formed as those of the original text, but for the most 
part they are not so different as to suggest a second hand. 
Probably any differences are the result of the scribe's 
being less a calligrapher when he has turned corrector: 
the letters appear to reflect more haste, and they are 
usually smaller. 

However, there is one correction which seems clearly 
to be the work of a second hand: the addition of an aprt 
Xcya uutv npo at 13:19. The square \x and u simply demand a 
second hand: in the original scribe's hand (even in the 
corrections which are obviously his) these letters are 
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Papyrus Bodmer II, p. 32. i 



68. 



Early Textual Transmission, n p. 248. 
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always well-rounded. ^ Although this particular hand does 
not seem to be clearly in evidence at any other point, it 
does indicate that a second hand has had access to the MS. 

More difficulty arises with the deletions, They are 
chiefly of three kinds: scraping out, crossing out, and 
the special mark of deletion [(••••)] above the word. How- 
ever, the original scribe himself was not consistent, 
deleting first by one method and then another, and some- 
times by a combination of marks. For example, a nevre at 
12:1 is deleted with the mark (••••) over the nev, but the 
tc has been scraped out and e£ written over it. He scrapes 
out the uutv at 3:3 and follows it with oot, but crosses 
out the n of the incorrect auTTj at 4:11 and follows it with 
an w. 

The fact that the scribe is notoriously inconsistent 
and that each of the separate kinds of deletion may at some 
point be demonstrated to be the work of the original scribe, 
make difficult any possibility of detecting a second hand. 
However, there is one point at which such detection may be 
possible: the use of the special mark (••••)• Sometimes 
this takes the form of a single dot over each letter to be 
deleted (1:27, 29; 2:2; 9:36; 10:33; 11:7; 12:28, 40; 



°9lt is also one of the only two corrections of this 
length which is interlinear rather than marginal. The 
other one (15:10), however, is clearly the work of the 
original scribe. 
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13*21) and sometimes it takes the form of a series of 
dots — almost dashes— over the whole word (or words), with- 
out regard for the individual letters (1:49; 6:58; 7:39* 
40 Ms, 46; 8:33; 10:7, 9, 26, 39; 11:33; 14:3, 4; 16:25, 
32). Perhaps this indicates a second hand at work, but one 
cannot be sure. And since the scribe is inconsistent in 
other ways, he may well have been at this point as well. 

One of the major corrections in the MS, and one 
which may help in finding a solution to the difficulties at 
this point, is 11:33* By a combination of scraping out 
some words and writing over them, by leaving the no ffTT 
intact, and by deleting the final toy of what must origi- 
nally have been eaurov with the special mark (••••), the 
MS has been changed from [eSpijiqlaaro toj ttvT Lxai erapa^ev 
eauDrov, shared by P75 B et al., to crapaxSn toj tiyi ®q 
eu0ptiM>uevo<;, shared by P45 D et al. The letters of the 
words written in over the scraped portions have all the 
appearances of having been written by the original scribe. 
They are clearly not the work of the corrector who added 
the portion at 13:9. What slight deviations in letters do 
appear are probably nothing more than the result of writing 
over the papyrus where it has become rough from scraping. 

Since this major change to the HS was probably done 
by the original scribe, and since there appear to be very 
few corrections which are definitely the work of a second 
hand, one may safely assume that the major part of the 
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corrections was made by the original scribe. 

Furthermore, the large number of corrections such 
as 11:33 above, involving variants which are widely- 
attested in other early MSS, means that we may conclude 
quite positively that the scribe of P66, after copying from 
one MS, had opportunity at a later time to check his copy 
against another MS, with the result that in a number of 
instances he chose one reading over another and changed 
his own MS. 

Textual Relationships of the Corrections . The 
primary initial Interest In the corrections, as in the 
original text of the KS itself, was to determine their 
textual relationships. From a rather Incomplete list of 
corrections, A. F. J. Klijn concluded that "... in almost 
all cases the original uncorrected reading is of a Western, 
In any case non-neutral, type," and that "the corrections 
are commonly In agreement with the 'Egyptian' B K. "7° This 
was the most common appraisal of the corrections, and has 
recently been advanced by Metzger in his handbook. •* The 
present writer has taken some exception to this point of 



7 °"Papyrus Bodmer II," p. 334. 

7l The Text of the New Testament , p. 40. "It is 
interesting that In some twenty cases where the copyist has 
made alterations between the lines and in the margins, the 
deleted text almost Invariably belongs to the Western 
tradition, and the reading which the copyist preferred 
belongs to the Alexandrian type of text. 
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view by showing that, although In terms of Individual MSS 
P66 most often abandons a reading It shares with D and more 

often corrects to read with P75* there Is no clear lndlca- 

72 
tlon of one textual tradition Influencing another. 

However, further examination of the MS for this 
present study, plus the conclusions of Chapter II about the 
nature of fet In John, has Indicated that another analysis 
of the corrections In terms of textual relationships Is 
needed. Moreover, because so many of the corrections are 
of scribal errors, the canon "to weigh before counting" 
seemed particularly appropriate here. For this reason, the 
following analysis Is not concerned with most of the singu- 
lar readings of P66* nor with most of the readings which 
It shares with a single late uncial or a few Isolated 
cursives. 73 

The analysis is thus limited to the 90 corrections 
In P66, where, for the most part, both the original and 
corrected readings are supported by other MSS. For the 
purpose of quickly ascertaining the textual relationships 
of these corrections, they have been conveniently listed 
in the six following groupings: 

1. Corrections where P66* has a Western reading, 

72n Early Textual Transmission," pp. 25* ff. 

73rhe list of corrected singulars and those Judged 
to be sub-singular will be found in Appendix II. 
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and P66 c reads with the Neutral tradition, usually in 

agreement with the Byzantine MSS as veil: 

2:11 TTparrnv P66« (K»)fq (b) 

wait p66 c P75 B A V rell 

4:1 o Inoou<; P66* kd 8 A X 565 1241 1293 itPl 
o xupto? P66c P75 BACVL Byz f q ffi 

6:5 ox*o<; ttoXln; P66* K D 9 aur a b e f ff 2 1 r 1 vg 
noXu? oxXo? P66 c P75 B A V L Byz e q sa bo TR 

6:64 omit P66* e syC* 

Ttve? etotv ot ]xr\ ntareuovre? xot P66° rell 

: 7:12 omit P6*6* D 8 a c e ff 2 1 sy° 

noXu? p. t)v (P66 c ) P75BWL 029 

noXu; ante nept K N Y Byz TR 

7:14 ueoa£ouan<; P66* D 8 565 X <p 

ueaouoq? p66 c P75 B K L Byz TR 

tteaq<; ouaq? W a b Q r 1 

7:37 cxpajev p66*vid K i> e X 22 69 138 5^3 1216 it vg 
expa^ev P66C P75 B V L T N X Byz TR 

7:37 omit P66* K* D b e 

npo? ue P66 c P75 B W L N T rell 

7:40 outou tujv Xoyujy toutcuv V66* K D 

rwv Xoyujy toutcuy P66 c P75 BLNTTXpcae 

TOUTuiv tody Xoyujy G b f q r* boPl 

toutody tujv Xoyujy aurou aur c ff 2 1 vg 

tidy Xoyujy auTOU W K n 122 127 229 sy° 

toy Xoyoy aurou op 

toy Xoyoy toutoy X 

toy Xoyoy S A 2 A pier TR 

toby Xoyouy E H M r A* 157 604 

7:46 outux; avepumoq cXaXqaeY P66* K* D 

eXaXtioev outux; avepamos P66 c P75 BWLNTX33PC 
outon; eXaXiioev avepeono^ 8 Byz TR 

9: 18 omit P66* X 565 660 itPl sy 8 bo 

tou ava3Xe*avTO<; P66 c P75 BKADWL8N Byz f TR 

10:6 Tt eXaXet P66* 1170 lat 

Tiva t)Y a eXaXet P66<? P75 BMDVL Byz TR 
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10:36 eeou P66* P45 vld K D W E 28 69 124 1093 pc 
tou eeou P66 c P75 A B L T X Byz TR 

12 :3 omit P66* (D) b c e ff 2 r 1 • 

vap6ou P66 c BUV Rell aur a f vg TR 

12:31 omit P66* D V 71 185 482 1093 b ff 2 1 r 1 vg 
tootou P66 c P75 BUL Byz a aur c e f TR 

12:40 un P66* D a e f 1 _ 

omit P66c P75 B K A W L aur b c f f 2 q r 1 rell TR 

17:14 omit P66* D <p b e r 1 ey 3 

xa©at>? eya> ex tou xoauou oux etui P66 c M 248 253 
xa8»s eyu> oux eiut ex tou xoauou BUC V rell 

18:40 omit P66* b c e ff 2 r 1 

XeyovTe? P66 c B X A W D SU PP Byz a aur f q TR 

19:5 omit P66* a e ff 2 r 1 

xat Xeyet auTOt^* t&ou o av9pouno<; P66 c BKW rell 

[Note: This reading has been Incorrectly cited in Martin- 
Barns. They read a mark of punctuation after tuaTtov; but 
It seems clearly to be this scribe's special .mark for 
addition, (./•) • This is also the opinion of Aland. See 
"Neue Neutestamentliche Papyri II," p. 70.] 

2. Corrections where P66 c reads with the Neutral 

MSS against most of the rest: 

2:15 to xepua P66* K A N P e T Byz TR 

ra xeppaTa P66c P75 B W L X 083 33 213 579 bo b q 

4:52 etnav P66* 0125 2145 e bo sy° bo * 

etnav ouv P66 c P75 B C W L N T U 33 579 124l pc 
xat etnar A K D 8 Byz TR 

6:55 a\i\9m^° P66* K* D e Byz TR 

aXTjOn? P66 c P75 B C W L T P K n 029 33 579 pc bo 

7:39 nveuua aytov P66* W L X N Byz TR 

nveuua P66© P75 S I T K 8 42 91 

nveuua aytov 6e6ouevov B 053 254 e q 

nveuua aytov en auTot? D f _ 

nveuua 6e6ouevov aur a b c ff 2 1 rl vg sy 

7:40 noXXot P66* 8 Byz f q TR . , 

omit P66 c P75 B k D W L T X 1 565 pc itP 1 
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7*41 aXXoi P66* K'D T By? TO 

01 fie P66° P75 B W L N T X 8 X 213 1071 1170 pc 

7*46 w<i ouro<; XaXet o "av0pumo<; P66 # K* sy 8 

a>? outo<; o av0pajno? N X T Byz TO 

ot){ outo? XaXet D 

omit " P66 c P75 B W L T RC 225 

10:22 fie P66* U DX Byz ffi aur c f ff 2 

totc P66 c P75 B W L T 33 579 892 1071 1321 
omit X 565 251 1010 a b 1 

10:26 xaeux; etnov uuiv (o-rt) (P66*) A D T Byz TR 

omit P66 c P75 B k W L e K pc 

10:28 £uufiv atcuvtov 6i6cupt auroi? P66* A D 9 T Byz TO 

fitficuut aurot? £u>nv attuviov P66 c P75 B K W L X pc 

11:29 omit P66* A D T Byz TO 

fie P66 c P75 B « C* W L 8 053 <p 213 33 579 pc 

14:4 xat rqv ofiov otfiare P66* A D 9 T N Byz TO 

tt]y ofiov P66 c B k C* W Q L X 33 579 pc 

3. Corrections where P66* has a reading shared by 

the Neutral MSS and where P66 c has a reading often found 

later in the Byzantine tradition. It will be noted that a 

great many of the readings of P66* in this list are 

strictly Neutral readings: 

; 1:42 irrarev P66* P75 B k L bo 

ouTO? lyyaYcv P66 c G X 

xat TiYarev A W X 8 Byz TO 

tiYayev fie 579 

2:12 afieXcpot P66* P75 B L T 083 0162 c 

afieX<pot aurou P66 c K A W N 6 Byz itP 1 TO 

2:12 epeivav P66* P75 B K V L N 9 T Byz TO 

euetvev P66 c A F G H 2 A X 565 1241 124 pc b bo 

4:25 otfia P66* P75 BK*ACDW9T Byz TO 

ot&auev F66 c K c L G N A 33 1241 <p 213 1071 PC 

6:40 exn P66* P75 B K A C D W L Byz TO 
exei P66 c EHKMUTA 
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7*52 ex ft)? TttXtXata? (o) npoq>iifiK (P66*) P75 BLTpc 
trpospT)fiis ex Ttj^ TaXtXata? P66° OU Byz It TR 

8:21 omit P66* P75 P39 B k D W LT X b e 

o Inoou? P66c N 9 T Byz itPl TR 

8:25 Iti^ou? P66» P75 B 476 

o Itjoou? P66c K D W L N 9 T Byz TR 

8:28 omit P66» B W L T 1 565 1241 a 

avrrot? P66 c P75 « D N X 9 T Byz TR 

9:36 c<pi) P66* P75 B W 

omit P66 c UDLI Byz TR 

11:5* epetvev P66» P75 B K V L 579 892 1241 
6terpt8ev P66 c P45 A D I 8 T 33 Byz TR 

12:16 Itjaoix; P66» P75 B K A L Q X T Byz 

o Itjoou? P66 c D W 8 H A 33 579 1241 565 X pm TR 

12 :26 eav P66* P75 B K D W L X G X <p 33 565 PC 

cav 6c P66 c 579 d c 1 rl 
xat eav A Byz TR 

12:26 TTartiP P66* P75 B K A D W L Byz b f 1 TR 

nartiP |iou P66 c 9 U 9 28 348 1170 1242 1279 ItP 1 

13:21 Itjoou* P66» B K L 

o Itjoou? P66 c ADCV rell TR 

13:23 Itjaous P66» B 

o Inaou? P66 c UCDH rell TR 

13:24 xat Xcyet aura* etne rt? eartv P66* vid B C L X pc 
mjeeaOat ft? av ettj P66 c A (D) W Byz TR 

13:25 avaneaajv P66* B C* L X K n* T 33 892 pc 
enineamv p66 c K* A D W Byz TR 

14:11 aurou P66* P75 B 229 c sa 

aura p66 c UDVU Byz TR 
raura 579 

14:17 yiv® *^ P66* P75 B K V 579 a 

YtYooxct auro P66c A D Q L X rell TR 

14:22 omit P66* P75 B A D L E X 8 33 700 544 1071 1355 
xat P66 c K W Q Byz TR 
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19:* **t c*n*«ey P66**" BALXKlI33 544pc 
e^nX«cY ouv P66 c W 8 Byz TR 
c;*X6cy K D»upp r 1 209 213 291 1346 ltP 1 

20:18 arYcXXouaa P66* B K* A X 078 pc 
anarrcXXouoa P66 c K C DL8 Byz TR 
oYaTTcllouaa W E A 33 pc 

4. Corrections where P66 c has a Western reading: 

4:51 nats aurou P66* P75 B K A C W 

uto* oou P66 c D L N K n U 69 124 33 579 a b e q 

wat^ oou 8 T Byz TR 

uto^ aurou 185 1170 c d f f f 2 1 

11:33 (c)8ptptioaro r» nYeupaTt xat eTapa^cY eauroY 
(P66* P75) B (K* A) C V L Byz TR 
era pax 6 n tb> nYeupaft m? ep8ptpa>pevos 
P66 c P45 D 8 1 131 22 660 p sa 

11:41 09&aXpovs P66* P75 B«ACWL8ByzTR 

o?eaXpout aurou P66 c D 28 33 69 pc it? 1 

12:47 xat pij P66* B P75 K A L Byz aur q vg TR 

xat P66c SS6 0124 pc a b c e f t& 1 r 1 

5* Corrections where P66 c reads alone against the 

rest: 

3:33 oalt P66* P75 B K A D W rell 
TOuroY P66 c * 
ouro^ P66 c 2 

8:25 o*it P66* P75 BKDH rell 
ctnoY uptY P66 c 

12:22 xat naXiY o Av6. 6e xat o *iX. P66* 

Av6. oe xat *tX. P66 c 

xat naXtY epxerat Av6. xat *tX. K 157 

xat iraXtY Ay&. xat <I>iX. (W) Byz TR 

naXtY o Av&. xat <J>tX. D 

cpxcTat Av6. xat *iX. P75 BALpo 

13:24 Xcyet P66* B A D V rell 
ctncY p66 c 

14:14 cy» P66» K D V Q 8 Byz TR 

touto P75 B A L T 060 33 124 1071 1093 pc 
CpB touto P66 c 1241 
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14:26 omit P66» BUDV rell 
uutv P66 c sy 8 



• 6. Corrections where the early MSS are divided, and 

the variants do not seen to fit categories such as 

"Neutral" or "Western": 

1:19 omit P66» P75 « ¥ L Byz TO 

irpo? outov p. Aeutraq P66 c A X 6 9 157 579 PC 

irpoc, outov p. anearetXov B C T 33 892 1071 PC 

1:22 rt? P66» BUCVLBTH Byz TO 

cu rt? P66 c P75 E* 157 c f r* 

1:27 oux etut P66* P75 » C P 5 L 565 Pc aur q 

oux etut erw P66 c B ¥ 068 N X T 33 579 pc 
cy» oux etpt A e Byz ltPl vg TO 

1:36 o aipADY mv auaprtav tou xoouou P66» C* ¥ 892 a pc 
omit P66c P75 b 8 A TO 

3:34 pcpou? P66* u 12 40 63 253 254 945 1223 
nerpou P66c P75BKACD¥L083ByzTO 

5:29 xat ot P66* ¥ 

o« P66 c B a e ff 2 
ot 6c P75 * A D L Byz ItP* TO 

6:2 ort ctopanr P66* K Byz TO 

ort eGewpouv P66 c BDLK6T 053 33 69 pc 

ort «9ea>paBV P75 A * 

• caopouvre? ¥ 

' 6:10 avope? P66« D ¥ L N 33 579 1241 565 

ot avftpe? P66 c BUT Byz TO 

ot avfipajTroi AKD* 

6:44 «v P66* BACDL 029 Byz TO 

omit P66 c P75 k A 892 270 251 1604 

7:4 auro P66* B D» ¥ sa bo 

ouro<j P66<? P75 K L e Byz it vg TO 

8:54 6o5oJ«d P66* A L N X T Byz TO 

6o?aa» P66 c P75 B K* D C* ¥ 8 X 9 579 713 

8:54 uucdy p66* B*KDFXT13 346 892 1071 P« 
H]iwv P66 c P75 A C ¥ L H 8 Byz TO 
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9*15 omit P66» V U X 053 69 124 892 1241 pc 
%a% P66° B»ADVLH8ByzTR 

9:17 oeauToo P66* P75 «• 53 247 bo 
airrou P66 c B A V Byz TR 
caurou D 

11:35 Inoou? P66» k* 

o Itjoou? P66 c BACDWLByzTR 

11:45 a P66* P6 P45K A* V L X 8 T Byz TR 
00a P66 c 0141 11 242 314 473 pc 
o B C D A c 1 244 249 1010 1293 

12:9 oxXo? ttoXu? P66» P75 A 8 Q X B c T 068 Byz TR 

o ox\o<i o ttoXu? P66 c Vf 1010 

o oxXo? ttoXu? B» * L 047 579 892 124l 28 pc 

oxloc 6c ttoXu; it sa 

12:12 o oxXo? noXv? P66» B L «p 12l6 1219 660 
o oxXo? o ttoXu^ P66 c 8 

oxXo; noXu? P2 tt ADV Byz TR 

12:16 omit P66* W b c e f f 2 1 

totc P66 c P75BKADLQByzTO 

12:18 UTTijvmaer avrm ?66* P75 E H A A 185 245 PC 

xat uTTtivrtjoev auro P66 c UUQX Byz TR 
wnijvTiiaev aura? xat B 

12:43 nirep P66* P75 B A D e T Byz IB 

tmep P66 c K ¥ L X V 33 565 579 X 9 pc 

14:2 , omit P66» N 8 Byz TR 

oft P66 c BKACDWLXKlITlq>544 565PC 

14:17 «ortv P66* BD»V1 22 69 251 254 565 660 ItPl 
curat P66 c UQL8T Byz TR 

18:34 omit P66* K* P60 D^upP 59 472 a aur c f ff 2 t 1 
ou P66 c BACVLN8T Byz b c q © 

18:40 Bcpappa? P66* D^PP 

o Bopappa? P66 c BAtfX Byz TR 

19:15 ot 6e cXerov 2S6** 1 * K* V 

ot 6c cxpauycaar P66<? P60 (A) Byz TR 

ot 6e expauYator D^upp k 8 pm 

cxpauraaav ouv cxctrot BS« L X pc 
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It seems olear from these lists that P66 c shows no 
special proclivities toward or away from a given textual 
tradition. For although the corrections are "commonly in 
agreement with the 'Egyptian' MSS" (approximately 31 
times), they are Just as often away from that tradition 
(approximately 32 times). 

The closest thing to one clearly defined tradition 
influencing another is in chapter 7* where in a series of 
ten straight corrections the MS is brought into conformity 
with the text of P75 B (w. 12, 14, 37 bis, 39 # ^0 bis, 41, 
kS bis). Six of these readings were a part of the "mix- 
ture " of Western readings, noted above to be more heavily 
concentrated here than elsewhere in the MS. This series of 
corrections is finally broken at 7:52 by a change of word 
order, almost certainly from a second Vorlage, ™ where the 
scribe abandons a strictly Neutral word order for that 
shared by the Western and Byzantine MSS. 

Besides this, there are only two other series of 
corrections which may reflect the influence of a definite 
textual tradition. There are three significant corrections 
in a row in chapter 10 (w. 22, 26, 28) which correct 
toward the Neutral MSS, and three in chapter 11 (w. 33* 



'This change involves the now famous article before 
npoqpnTT)?. It appears, however, that there has been a half- 
hearted attempt to delete it. Such a deletion and word 
order change are almost Burely the result of reading a 
second Vorlage . 
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hi, 5*0 which abandon this tradition. 

Elsewhere the corrections are "mixed" in about the 
sane proportion as is the original text itself. For exam- 
ple, in chapter 12, four "Western" readings are corrected 
(w. 3, 16, 31* ^0), but these are interspersed with three 
corrections which abandon strictly Neutral readings 
(w. 16, 26 bis) , as well as two others where the MSS are 
divided (w. 18, 43) and one where the scribe abandons a 
reading shared by the Byzantine MSS in favor of a singular 
reading (v. 22). Except for the three places noted above, 
it is this type of "mixture" that prevails throughout the 
MS. 

. With the lone exception, therefore, of the series of 
corrections in chapter 7, and perhaps those in chapters 10 
and 11, the conclusion made formerly by the present writer 
seems valid: "... the statistics . . . seem to indicate 
that here (in P66 c ) we are dealing with another , mixed , 
text, not with a clearly identified tradition. "75 

One should perhaps be wary at this point of the 
rather facile assumption that the corrections were all made 
from a single second Vorlage . If there were only one other 
MS against which the corrections were made, then the con- 
clusion is valid that it was "mixed" in about the same 
proportion as the original Vor lapse . But the possibility 

75"Early Textual Transmission," p. 256. 
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always remains of more than one other Vorlage, which makes • 
conclusions at this point tentative. 

But whatever one may conclude as to the nature of 
the second Vorlage (n) , of the scribe himself it may be con- • 
eluded that he as often chose a reading away from the 
Neutral tradition as toward it, although he did more often 
choose to read away from than toward the Western tradition. 
The important question which remains is to determine 
whether one can ascertain the principles on which this 
"editorial" activity was predicated. 

Textual Characteristics of the Corrections . In 
order to evaluate the textual characteristics of the correc- 
tions, they have been classified and examined under the 
same general grammatical criteria used in examining the 
original text of P66. ! 

1. There are four corrections involving word order 
(6:5; 7:^6, 52; 10:28). Although none of these seems to 
involve points of Johannine style, one does follow the 
tendency in the MS of placing the subject before the verb 
(7:^6, see supra , p. 125). On internal grounds alone, 
however, none of these may be Judged as original or 
secondary. 

2, In corrections involving conjunctions, the 
scribe appears to "editorialize" after the fashion of the 
original MS. There are four places where he removes asyn- 
deton by adding a conjunction (9:10; 11:29; 12:26; 14:22). 
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Although auch additions are not necessarily secondary in 
terns of the Johannine original, they do reflect a process 
of smoothing out the text. The same is true of two of the 
alterations involving different conjunctions, from ot 6c 
to the more common our in 7:30 and from the paratactic vat 
to our in 19:4. However, there are three changes which do 
not fit this pattern. The change from oc to rorc may be 
for stylistic reasons, but it is not a change toward an 
"easier" text; and the deletion of the xax (shared with W) 
at 5:29 and the singular 6t at 5:43 are inexplicable on the 
principle of creating a smoother text. But it should be 
noted that these are both singular (or nearly so) in P66 in 
a section where it maintains a high percentage of relation- 
ship with P75 B. Perhaps, therefore, they are corrections 
of "slips" from the original, basically Neutral Vorlage — 
"slips" of a kind of which the scribe has a rather large 
number. 

It should be noted also that he corrects a singular 
(or nearly so) asyndetic text at six places (3:21; 4:48, 
52; 10:7; 12:2; 13:5), leaving only one instance of singu- 
lar asyndeton in the entire MS (14:9 om. &e with a). 
Considering the frequent number of omissions in the papy- 
rus, this single Instance of singular asyndeton is perhaps 
a remarkable record, and seems to substantiate what has 
been noted above: in the matter of conjunctions the scribe 
shows a definite tendency to smooth out the text. 
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3* What is true regarding conjunctions Is also true 
about pronouns. There are ten Instances where P66 c adds a 
pronoun to the text (1:22, 27, 42; 2:12; 8:28; 11:41; 
12:26, 31; 14:17; 18:34), and a single Instance of deletion 
(7:40). But this deletion eliminates a rather awkward 
"these his," and is clearly in favor of an easier text. 
There are besides these, thirteen instances where the 
singular oaission of a pronoun has been corrected (2:20; 
3:33; 6:52, 60; 8:46; 9:39; 11:5; 14:26; 15:10, 16, 22, 25; 
18:2). At only one place has the scribe deleted a posses- 
sive pronoun which is singular to his text (9:8), and this 
probably reflects the iaaediate correction of an error. 

Vlth respect to personal pronouns, therefore, both 
the original text and the corrections in P66 show a clear 
pattern of picking up secondary readings. 

4. There are seven corrections which involve verb 
forms (4:15; 6:2, 58; 7:37; 8:54; 15:7; 20:18). Three of 
these involve synonyms (6:2; 7:14; 20:18) in which the 
scribe has changed from a less common to a more common 
Johannine form. Two others involve changes from a present 
to an aorist subjunctive (8:54; 15:7). Both of these also 
conform to tendencies found in the original text itself. 
The opposite occurs at 4:15; but this corrects a reading 
shared only with D in a section where P66 is decidedly 
Neutral, and it is clearly a change in the interest of 
making better sense of the text. In verb forms, therefore, 
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the scribe also tends to correct In conformity with 
tendencies In the original text. 

5* Although the scribe has a good record In the 
original text (with respect to his basic tradition) In 
reading without the article before proper names, he adds 
the article eight times when making corrections (1:46; 
8:25; 11:35; 12:7, 16; 13:21, 23; 18:40). Ibis is a second- 
ary procedure as far as the basic text of the papyrus is 
concerned, and, if our above analysis is correct, probably 
so in terms of the Johannine original. 

' Biere is also a secondary harmonization involving 
articles in 12:9 and 12, where he has changed oxXot ttoXu? 
and o oxXot ttoXu? both to read o oxXos o noXu?. 

Ve may conclude then that in matters of Johannine 
style the scribe corrects in a manner comparable to the 
"tendencies" of the original text of the MS. Although he 
sometimes changes to what appear to be original readings 
(e.g., 10:22 rorc 1. 6e), such corrections are probably 
for stylistic reasons; but most of the corrections appear 
to be toward a smoother, fuller text. 

On points of style, therefore, there is no indica- 
tion that this Egyptian (perhaps Alexandrian) scribe- 
tumed-recensor is either creating a "scholarly" text or 
seeking to preserve the "Johannine original;" he is rather 
producing a good, readable text. 

At the more significant points of variation, 
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however, where the change has less to do with style and 
more to do with the meaning of the text, there is more 
ambiguity as to the principle of editorializing. 

Some readings are clearly secondary, and appear to 
be made in the interest of an "easier" text. This is 
particularly true of the three major changes toward the 
Western KSS. At 4:51 the change to uto; oou eliminates the 
non-Johannine nat? (its only occurrence in the Gospel).' 
Of the change in 11:33, Barrett has correctly observed: 
"The reading ... is an easier text, since it avoids the 
statement that Jesus ivePpiu^oaro, and should be rejected 
as an editorial •improvement* made in reverence for the 
person of Jesus. "77 At 12:47 the elimination of the nega- 
tive probably is in the interest of a sharp contrast 
between verses 47 and 48. 

Probably secondary, but not necessarily "easier," 
are the singular verb euetvcv at 2:12, the plural otGauev 
at 4:25, the change to 6terpt3ev at 11:54 and to entncaoDV 
at 13:25, and the reading of the optative at 13:24. 

There are several other corrections which, if not 



• The correction also involves a change from indi- 
rect discourse to a on - recitativua . Thi3 kind of change 
also occurs at 8:54. Although the ort - recitativua is more 
common in John than elsewhere in the New Testament (except 
Hark), and the scribe apparently prefers it, it is not 
possible on internal grounds to decide the original reading 
at such places. 

7 7The Gospel According to St John , p. 333. 
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necessarily secondary, are probably in the interest of 
preserving an "easier" or full text (1:19 add npo? aurov; 
2:11 om. npoDTtiv; 5:6 add r\bn; 7:12 add noXu?; 7:37 add npo? 
pc; 8:21 add o Iijaou?; 9:17 outou 1. oeaurou; $:1& add tou 
avaPXcyavro;; 9*36 oin. e<pn; 12:3 add vap&ou; 14:11 to epra 
aura 1. xa tpxa aurou;'l4:l4 add touto; 14:17 carat 1. 
cortv; 17:l4 add xaQws eya ex rou xoauou oux eiut; 
19:15 expauyaoav 1. cXcyov). 

There are, however, five corrections — all of them 
deletions — Khere the change is from a clearly secondary to 
a clearly original reading; and in each instance the cor- 
rected reading is decidedly the more difficult (7:39 om. 
aytov; 7:40 om. noXXot; I'.hS om. »? ouro? XaXet o avepano?; 
10:26 om. xa9a>; etnov uutv; 14:4 om. xat • . • otCare). 
Here surely the scribe is after the "best" text in the 
sense of the "original" text, and not simply after a good, 
readable text. And it may well be that this principle also 
underlies other changes as well.«" 

The difficulty, therefore, of final Judgment about 



T^Out of 43 corrections Judged to be "significant," 
P66c reads with Nestle-Aland 27 times. Most of these 27 
are probably original to John; but they are not necessarily 
always the more difficult reading in terms of P66*. For 
example, the omission of npirrnv in 2:11 is probably in 
favor of the original text, but since it also eliminates a 
■ore 'difficult reading (probably an early corruption due to 
a misunderstanding — or right understanding — of apxtiv), one 
cannot here Judge whether the scribe is after the ' origi- 
nal" text or the "easiest" text. 
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the "principle of editing" is obvious. If the correction 
at 11:33 i» patently secondary, the deletion of artov after 
mrcupa in 7:39 ie clearly original. Moreover, one major 
factor remains forever unknown: How often did the scribe 
choose not to change his text? For if, in chapter 7, he 
has eliminated the secondary readings at w. 39* 40, and 
46, he has left others which are Just as surely secondary 
(v. 27 eXOti 1. epxtiTttt; v. 31 position of noXXot; v. 32 add 
6c; v. 36 om. upei?); and in chapter 14 he has eliminated 
the secondary xat . . . oxbart in v. 4, but has kept the 
secondary uevti for n in v. 17 and added the secondary touto 
In v. 14. But one cannot evaluate him on what he did not 
do, since neither (or none) of his Vorlagen may have pre- 
served "original" readings which are to be found in other 
KSS. ! 

But over all the pattern of the corrections seems to 
be much like the tendencies found in the text of the 
original MS. Just as the original text preserves a major- 
ity of original readings but tends to pick up a number of 
secondary readings, so also the scribe sometimes corrects 
in favor of the "original" text but also tends to pick up a 
number of secondary readings. This is particularly true in 
matters of style. 

We may conclude, therefore, that neither the 
original text nor the corrected text of P66 are in the 
direction of a "scholarly" recension. Just as the scribe is 
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careless in his original copying, even so he corrects 
without apparent controls. He gives no indication of 
having been a "textual critic" of the New Testament. The 
fact that he has copied the Gospel of John at all probably 
indicates that it was "sacred," but that he copied and 
corrected in the fashion that he does probably indicates 
further that it was not "canonical Scripture." 



CHAPTER V 



THE TEXTUAL RELATIONSHIPS OP P75 
IN THE GOSPEL OP LUKE 



In contrast to its contemporary P66, the more 
recently discovered P75 has been the object of compara- 
tively little Investigation. The reason for this is not 
bard to find. The work of C. L. Porter on its text in 
John, both in his dissertation* and published study, 2 gave 
clear indication as to the nature of its text. Whereas 
P66, as Birdsall correctly observed, is no "unsullied 
ancestor of Codex Vaticanus," P75 is not only in the 
ancestry of that great uncial but is so in a remarkably 
close way. 

The relationship between P75 and B in John is far 
closer than the relationship between any two other New 
Testament MSS of any kind in the first four Christian cen- 
turies. Moreover, this relationship is so close as to 
affirm beyond question the much-beleaguered opinion of Hort 

^Textual Analysis," pp. 111-120. 
2ll Papyrua Bodmer XV*," pp. 368-376. 

192 
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that "B must be regarded as having preserved ... a very 

ancient text.* 3 Whether this text Is, as Hort farther 
maintained, "a very pure line of very ancient text" or not, 
Porter has shown that B represents a very pure line of 
descent of a very ancient text. If the Neutral texttype in 
John is a "recension," It Is a recension which was created 
in the second century. 

j The text of P75 In John, therefore, lacks the 
ambiguity of that of P66, and any additional studies must 
probably be in terns of the implications of the conclusions 
of Porter. It Is the significance of such Implications, 
namely the role of P75 for HT textual criticism, which 
constitutes the chief Interest in this papyrus to the 
purposes of the present study. 

Before that role may be assessed, however, an analy- 
sis of the text of P75 in Luke similar to that of Porter »s 
work in John Is needed. Apart from general notices, which 
took into account its text in both John and Luke, 5 only two 



^ The Kew Testament in the Original Greek. II, 
250-251. 

The discussion of the problem of recension will 
be found infra, pp. 252 ff . 

^See Floyd V. Filson, "More Boomer Pa pyri ," BA , XXV 
(1962), 50-57; P.-fl. Menoud, "Papyrus Bodmer XTV-XV et 
*VU," RevTheoPhil , HI (1962), 107-116; Bruce M. Metzger. 
"The Bodmer Papyrus of Luke and John," ExpT , T.XXTTI (1962), 
201-203; J. de Savignac. "Les Papyrus Bodmer XEV et XV," 
Scriptorium , XVII (1965), 50-55- 
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studies have thus far been directed toward Its text In 
Luke, and both of these were admittedly of a preliminary 
nature. All of these studies merely affirmed the tenta- 
tive conclusions of the editors: "D'une man! ere gen£rale, 
P est rarement du cote de D la ou ce ms. est seul; It 
semble avoir surtout de-l , af finite avec B."7 

The present chapter, therefore, offers a more com- 
plete analysis of P75 In Luke, using the method worked out 
In Chapter II. 

I. P75 AMD B IH LUKE 10 

P75 contains portions of the text of Luke from chap- 
ters 3:19 to 18:17 and 22:5 to 24:53. Of this text 8:5-28; 
10:8-17:29; and 22:38-24:53 are preserved almost In their 
entirety. About two- thirds of the text has been preserved 
In most of the remaining portions, except for 3:18-4:42; 
5:11-6:15; and 7:35-8:5, which are quite fragmentary. The 
number of lines per page and letters per line remain con- 
sistent throughout the papyrus, so that by comparing the 
number of full and partial pages preserved, one may Judge 
that P75 contains approximately 45 percent more text of 



^Joseph A. Fitzmyer, "Papyrus Bodme r HY : Some 
Features of Our Oldest Text of Luke," CBQ, XXIY (1962), 
170-179; Harchant A. King, "Notes on the Bodmer Manuscript 
of Luke," BibSac, CXXII (1965)* 234-240. 

^Martin and Kasser, Papyrus Bodmer XIV , p. 29. 
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Luke than of John. 

Although the present investigation is ultimately 
concerned with the entire text of P75 in Luke, for the 
purposes of giving direction to the total study, a complete 
analysis based on our method is first offered for Luke 10. 
This chapter has been chosen for very practical reasons: 
It is the first chapter where P75 reads almost without 
lacunae; it is one of the few chapters in which PU5 con- 
tains a large amount of text; and it is one of the few 
chapters in which C is complete. 

The total number of disagreements between the early 
KSS in Luke 10 is found in Table VIII. It is clear from 
these figures that the highest level of textual relation- 
ship exists between P75 and B. The next level is between 
A ¥ and TR. The third level is between P75 B and K, and 
A V TR and C. However, because these figures Include 
singular readings, and because the witness of P45 is not 
clear due to the incompleteness of its text, the table of 
agreements (Table II) more adequately presents, and fully 
confirms, the relationships indicated in Table VTII. This 
table, which again is based on the double principle of 
"examining total variation" and "discriminating before, 
counting," indicates decisively that an extremely close 
relationship exists between P75 and B. 

Although these two sets of statistics are evidence 
enough of this very close relationship, the following 
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TABUS VIII 

> 

HUMBER OF DISAGREEMENTS BETWEEN 
EARLY HSS IN LUKE 10 





TR 


P45 


P75 


B 


It 


A 


C 


D 


W 


TR 


- 


48 


60 


66 


56 


22 


31 


96 


23 


P45 


48 


- 


37 


43 


43 


56 


56 


57 


48 


P75 


60 


37 


- 


12 


32 


64 


49 


94 


68 


B 


66 


43 


12 


- 


35 


68 


53 


96 


72 


K 


56 


43 


32 


35 


- 


57 


46 


87 


59 


A 


22 


56 


64 


68 


57 


- 


33 


103 


25 


C 


31 


56 


49 


53 


46 


33 


- 


98 


35 





96 


57 


94 


96 


87 


103 


98 


- 


103 


V 


23 


48 


68 


72 


59 


25 


35 


103 


• 
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TABLE IX 

PEBCHHAGB CF AfflKKMEHTS IN LUKS 10 
AT 70 UNITS OF VARIATION 



TR Pl£ P75 B K A C D ¥ 

IB — 39.6 2^.3 20.0 25.6 62.9 71.1* 35.7 80.0 

Pli5 39.6 — 6U.1 5U.7 51.0 28.3 32.1 56.6 32.1 

P75 2U.3 61t.l ~ 92.9 61.6 2fc.3 1*2.9 38.6 15.7 

B 20.0 5U.7 92.9 — 67.6 ZL.U 1*1.1* UO.O 12.9 

K 25.6 51.0 61.6 67.6 — 35.3 U8.5 51.5 29.1* 

A 82.9 28.3 2lu3 2lJi 35.3 — ' 7U.3 3l*.3 82.9 

C 71.1* 32.1 1*2.9 fcl.U 2*8.5 71*.3 — 3U.3 65.7 

D 35.7 $6.6 38.6 ItO.O 51.5 3**.3 3U.3 — 32.9 

V 80.0 32.1 15.7 12.9 29.1* 82.9 65.7 32.9 — 

NOTE: Tig reads at $3 places; K at 68. 
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observations indicate the full extent of that relationship. 

1. Of the twelve disagreements between P75 and B 
in this cbapter # six of them are singular (or nearly so) to 
P75 or B: 

10:19 B add ttjv post Suvauiv 

10:24 P75 U 998 sy« om. rap 

10:27 B* H om. oou post Oeov 

10:31 B 1 579 om. ev ante ttj oom 

10:37 B* om. o ante Inoou^ 

10:39 P75 om. tou 

There is one further reading where P75 and B each has a 

nearly singular reading against the rest: 

10:18 P75 472 «d? aoTpanTjv neoovra ex tou oupavou 
B 254 579 ex tou oupavou cd? aorpanriv TTeoovra 
K A C D W rell bd? aorpanTjv ex tou oupavou ttcoovto 

It will be observed that none of these is a textu- 
ally significant variant, and except perhaps for the omis- 
sion of ev at 10:31* none of them has a prima facie claim 
to represent the original text. 

There are five other disagreements between P75 and 

B where each has a reading supported by one or more of the 

early MSS: 

10:39 P75 P45 K* L E 579 xat 

B* A C W Byz TR n xat 
D n 

10:39 P75 P45 A W Byz b TR It^ou 

B» R D L E 579 892 itP 1 bo sy c xuptou 

10:40 P75 P45 K D Byz TR xaTeXtnev 
B A C L T pm xaTeXetnev 
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10x42 P75 P*5 A C W Byx TR cro? 6c cot«v xptia 

B oXtyvr 6c XPcta eonv ij evo? 

L 1 33 579 C z oXtY«* 6c conv XP«»« H * vo ? 

K* oXtr*v 6c conv n «vo? 

38 syP*l oXiymv 6c cortv XP«*<* 

10:42 P75 P*5 Tld A C V Byz TR an aurn? 
B K* D L 579 aurn? 

■ Of these variants only the first reading In 10:42 Is 

textually significant* and at this point B et al. not only 

preserve the Keutral reading, but aost likely the original 

as well .9 B also preserves the Neutral text at 10:39 

(xuptou) and 10:42 (om. air ), while P75 preserves the 

Neutral reading at 10:39 (om. 1 ))< It nay be of Interest to 

note further that P75 and B read together without any 

variation whatever for the first eighteen verses, covering 

two distinct perlcopes, and that the five non-singular 

disagreements all occur in a single perlcope. 



o 
10:39 If|<*ou/xup i ou may be so, but each is abbrevi- 
ated in the KSS to i"t and x^", which makes it an easy place 
for error. 

9^t this point the Judgment of Hort seems better 
than that of the translators of the NEB. See Tasker, ed., 
Greek New Testaaent , p. 420. The translators of the NEB 
considered the reading of B et al. to be a conflation of 
the reading of P75 et al. and of .33 syPal. It seems to be 
asking too much of the thirteenth century codex 38 (not a 
necessarily good MS) and the poorly preserved syP* 1 to 
suggest that they alone preserve an early second century 
reading (i). Their text is much easier to explain as a 
later (and more logical) shortening of the text of B. The 
choice therefore is between the "shorter" reading of P75 
et al. and the "more difficult" reading of B et al. Since 
the shorter reading fits the context so well, one is hard 
pressed to find a reason for its having been changed into 
the longer. 
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In order to indicate how minimal the amount of dis- 
agreement between P75 and B actually is, a comparison of 
the disagreements in Luke 10 between some of the KSS in 
Family 1 may be noted. According to Kirsopp lake the 
closest textual relationship in this family exists between 
Codices 118 and 209 . "The relationship is so close in fact 
that Lake could argue: "Either 118 209 have a common 
archetype X, or 118 is a copy of 209. nl ° The next level of 
relationship in this family is between 1 and 209. In chap- 
ter 10 of Luke j 118 and 209 have eight disagreements, none 
of which is a singular reading to either codex, and 1 and 
209 have fourteen disagreements . This means that in terms 
of disagreements, P75 and B In Luke 10 are within the same 
range of relationship as exists within the "inner circle" 
of Family 1. 

2. The closeness of this relationship is further 

demonstrated by the agreements between P75 and B. There 

are four variants where P75 and B are the only uncials to 

support one of the readings: 

i 10:1 P75 B 579 700 713 e aneareiXev 

KACDWLEN rell ancorctXcv airrou? 

10:6 P75 B 433 1012 ItP 1 Or exci n 

UCVL Byz c e sy n cxei 

l6o4 pc tr per n **** 

e ti 



Codex 1 of the Gospels and itB Allies (Cambridge, 
1902), p. xxiii. 
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10x21 P75 B aur vg rm nveuuaTt na art» 

* D E 1241 a b 1 tYf> nvcuuaf t t» ayta 

CK D 1 r« nvcuuaft -nr aYtoo o Iqaou*; 

L X 33 c e ff 2 r* o Itjoou^ ev t» nveuuaTt rtr ay in 

8 579 o Inaou^ t» mreuuaTt tod ay\m 

Mf o Itjoou? t« nveuuaTt 

A W Byz TR t» nveuuaTt o Inaou? 

P45 ev tb nveuuaTt 

10:27 P75 B xapota? oou 

KACVD rell xapSta? oou *xat 

There are six other readings where P75 and B are Joined by 

only one or two of the Neutral uncials: 

10:5 P75 B « 1241 e ctoeX9tjTC otxtav npcDTOv 

A W 8 Byz sy 8 bo TR otxtav etoeoxnafie npw-rov 

- D a ctocXenrc npBTOV otxtav 

C L H X X aur c f vg otxtav etaeXetvre npoorov 

10:6 P75 B K* 579 enavanaTjoeTat 
rell enavanauoerat 

10:15 P75 B L 0115 157 726 1375 bo tou a6ou 
rell aoou 

10:24 P75 B 0124 sa axouoat pou 
rell axouoat 

10:27 P75 B E 0124 472 xapotaq 

K A C W 8 Byz aur e f vg ttj? xap6ta<; 
D a b c ff 2 1 1 q r 1 tti xapBta 

10:30 P75 B R* C» syC-P unoXaBaov 

rell unoXapcDV 6c 

and four others where they are supported by D or P45 

against the rest: 

10:2 P75 B D 0181 700 e epyaTa? cxpaXtj 
rell ex3aXq cpyara? 

10:15 P75 B D 579 sy 8 -© xara9i\aT\ 

rell xaraBipao9Tion 

10:35 P75 B P45 sa eBtcxev 6uo onvapta 
Dee 6tjvapta Buo e&cuxev 

rell 6uo onyapta c6sbxcv 
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; 10x38 P75 B P45 sa omit 

tt* C 1 E 33 579 «i? rtiv oixiav 

A D V e T Byz it vg TR et? rov otxov aurrj? 

They further agree in eleven Neutral readings against D and 

the Byzantine MSS (10:3 om. cy«; 10:19 &e6»xa 1. 6t&a>ut; 

10:20 eYT«YPa"Toi 1. CYPaqpn; 10:21 euBoxta eYevero 1. 

cycvcto euftoxta; 10:25 om. xat 2°; .10:32 . . . eX«»v 1. 

Yeroucvo^ . . . [P45 D] or ycvoucyo? ... eXaotrv [a C W Byz 

TOlj 10:36 om. ouv; 10:38 om. eYevero; 10:39 n P°? 1. trapa; 

10:39 napaxaecoeetoa 1. napaxaOtoaoo; 10:41 o xupto? 1. 

o Ii)oou?), as nell as two others where D Joins the Neutral 

MSS against K and the rest (10:1 Cl0:17l add 6uo; 10:35 

on. ourw). 

Although matters of orthography have ordinarily been 

left out of the discussion of variants, it may be noted in 

conclusion that P75 and B agree with very few others at 

four such places in this chapter: 

10:7 P75 B D 579 «<*«ovre<; 
rell co©tovre? 

10:13 P75 B A D 579 a Bt)6crat6a 
CLRHX Byz TR Bi\9oa\ba 
P45 KHU BtjeoatBav 

10:35 P75 B P45 eav 
rell av 

10:42 P75 B P3 1 579 iiaptau 
rell uapto 

It is clear, therefore, that P75 and B have at least 

as close a relationship in Luke 10 as they do in John. 

Moreover, this relationship is of such nature that one may 
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safely conclude that the text of B in Luke existed in most 
of its particulars at the end of the second century. If B 
and tt have been considered in the past as representing a 
texttype, then P75 and B appear to have a family relation- 
ship within that texttype. It remains only to be shown 
that this same relatibnship is maintained throughout the 
Gospel. 

II. P75 AND B IN THE REMAINDER OF LUKE 

The percentage of agreements between P75 and the 
other early HSS on a chapter by chapter basis is presented 
in Table X. It is at once clear that the relationships ' 
found in chapter 10 are constant throughout the Gospel. It 
may be noted further that in many chapters P45 and C are 
missing. Were one to add any two other MSS in these chap- 
ters to form a broader base for tabulating variants, the 
percentages of agreement between P75 and B would be even 
higher than it is. 

Perhaps the best demonstration of this relationship 
is to note the total number of disagreements between the 
two KSS, such as Porter presented for John. 11 Porter's 
lis t of such disagreements totals 205. ^ The list of 



llw Papyrus Bodmer XV/ p. 368-37^. 

^This figure should be raised to 208. Porter has 
left out the following: 3:25 the singular reading of 
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TABLE X 

CHAPTER BT CHAPTER PERCENTAGES CP AGREEMENTS 
BJ LUKE BETWEEN P75 AID OTHER EARLY IBS 



Chap. 


No. of 
Chits 


TR 


Pl*5 


B 


K 


A 


C 


D 


¥ 


>6 


27 


29.6 


s 

lac 


85.2 


59.3 ' 


33.9 


29.6 


55.6 


55.6 


6 


55 


16.1* 


71.1* 


96.1* 


63.6 


20.0 


17.1 


29.1 


\6.$ 


7 


33 


30.3 


lac 


97.0 


63.6 


2l*.2 


22.2 


15.1 


57.6 


8 


65 


21.5 


lac 


9$.3 


58.5 


21.5 


29.0 


26.2 


15.1* 


9 


69 


A.8 


6$.B 


88.1* 


66.7 


31.9 


h6.h 


33.3 


37.6 


10 


70 


39.6 


61*.l 


92.9 


67.6 


2l*.3 


1*2.9 


38.6 


15.7 


11 


75 


38.7 


5U.7 


86.7 


62.7 


1*1.3 


39.0 


32.0 


38.7 


12 


71 


33.8 


1*8.0 


87.3 


59.2 


29.$ 


lac 


26.8 


25.1* 


13 


50 


1*0.0 


50.0 


82.0 


6Ii.O 


1*2.0 


lac 


32.0 


36.0 


lfc 


2* 


9.1 


70.8 


81.8 


68.2 


13.6 


lac 


36.U 


11.1* 


35 


3** 


17.6 


lac 


88.2 


67.6 


29.1* 


lac 


35.3 


H*.7 


16 


29 


20.7 


lac 


93.1 


72.1* 


20.7 


lac 


U*.8 


17.2 


17-18 


Ilk 


13.6 


lac 


88.6 


61.U 


13.6 


lac 


1*3.2 


9.1 


22 


6U 


12.5 


lac 


96.9 


70.3 


17.2 


lac 


3U.1* 


17.2 


23 


71* 


12.2 


lac 


87.8 


70.3 


20.3 


53.2 


21*.3 


13.5 


21* 


$6 


16.1 


lac 


89.3 


67.9 


17.9 


lac 


35.7 


12.5 


TOTAL 


860 


21.8 


58.5 


90.7 


65.2 


25.1* 


1*0.7 


32.7 


25.1* 



H0TE: Pl*5 shares readings at 253 places; C at 396. 
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disagreements in Luke, which will be found in Appendix III, 

totals 229» When one takes into consideration the amount 

of text preserved in each of the Gospels, the number of 

disagreements are considerably fewer in Luke than in John. 

Whereas in John there are approximately 5.5 disagreements 

per page of HS, there are about 4.4 per page in Luke. In 

percentages this means that while P75 has 45 percent more 

text of Luke than of John, it has only 9.6 percent more 

disagreements with B in Luke than in John. 

Tables XI, III, and XIII list the 229 disagreements 
between P75 and B according to the more frequently occur- 
ring types of variation. Tables XI and XII show the dis- 
agreements which are the result of singular or sub-singular 
readings in P75 and B respectively. Table XIII presents a 
similar list where P75 and B are Joined by one or more of 
the important uncials. 

It will be noted that well over one-half (57. 5#) of 
the disagreements are singular and sub-singular readings 
in the two MSS, which probably means that most of the 
variations are due to nothing more than the habits of the 
two scribes involved. But more significant is the fact 
that of the 229 disagreements, only 18 are of such nature 
as to make a difference in meaning in the passage in which 



twv before Itoavou in B; 6:24 P75 avcPtjoav ] B evcPtjaav; 
8:31 P75 pcvtiTe ] B petvtjTe. 
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they occur — and 11 of these are singular readings. This 

means that the following seven variants are the only places 

In the Gospel of Luke where P75 and B have significantly 

different readings with MS support: 

10:42 P75 P45 A C* W Byz TR evo<; 6c eortv xpeta 

B oXtyoov 6e XPcta eortv tj evo? 

' L 1 33 579 G oXtymv 6e eortv xpeta r\ evoq 

K* oXtyeov 6e eortv q evo? 

38 syP al oXtY»v 6e eortv xpeto 

11:25 P75 »* A D W Byz TR omit 

BCLTRTXtppc oxoXa£ovra 

11:33 P75 P^5 L H r X pc omit 

B K A C W Byz TR oufte utto tov uofttov 

11:48 P75 A C D W Byz TR naprupetre 

B K L 892 1241 uaprupe? eore 

12:39 P75 K* D e i sy». c oux ov 

BV LP Rpm eypivropiiacv av xat oux 

A Q N X 070 Byz TR erp^Yopiioev av xat oux av 

13:33 P75 K D A 69 157 1241 pc epxouevii 
BAVL9T Byz TR cxouevn 

f " 15:21 P75 A W L 9 P Byz TR omit 

B K D X U 1 33 700 1241 pc TTottioov ue a><; eva rwv 

utodtav oou 

It is important to note further that of the 96 read- 
ings where P75 and B disagree in conjunction with other 
MSS, such disagreement is rarely in favor of the singular 
or sub -singular agreement of either with D. P75 reads 
aurou with D 72 983 a b syC at 14:23 (where the scribe has 
corrected by deleting); adds xr\v ante y^1 v with D and 69 at 
14:35; and omits tftou with D <p it sy s ' c at 23:39. B reads 
otco0e for otnoGe with D ip pc at 13:28 and anoXeoti for 
anoXeoa? with D at 15:4. Only the omission of t&ou at 
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23:39 nay be styled "western" In any sense of that word. 1 ^ 
It is clear, therefore, that not only do P75 and B 
have a very close relationship in Luke, but that any varia- 
tion between them is not the result of a "mixture" of 
readings from another textual tradition. 

There is one further item which sets forth the close- 
ness of the relationship between these two MSS throughout 
Luke, and that is the number of instances where they read 
alone (or nearly so) against all other MSS. 

In his "indictment" of the Neutral tradition, H. C. 
Hoskier includes a "rough list of approximate solecisms" of 
B in Luke. 1 ^ This list contains 93 readings, of which P75 
now shares a reading at 65 places. Of these 65 singular 
readings, the text of B has now been found to exist in the 
second century (in P75) at 3^ places. These include the 
following textually significant readings: (Starred items 
are missing in Hoskier' s "rough list.")!5 

6:26 om. ot TTarepc? outodv 

6:31 om. xat uuet{ 



*3p75 may also have singular agreement with D at 
3:36; 6:22; and 9:27. But there are lacunae in P75 at 
these places, and such agreement is only conjectural. See 
the discussion at the end of Appendix III, pp. 295 ff . 

^ Codex B and Its Allies , I, 208-216. 

15it should be noted that other discoveries since 
Hoskier, notably P45, often agree with P75 and B in these 
lists. I am simply using Hoskier's list as a convenient 
starting point. 
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*8:l6 oia. tvo ot etonopeuopevot PXenoDatv to qxo? 

8:25 om. xat unaxououotv aims 

8:45 om. xat ot per aurou j 

9:62 om. npo? ourov (cum P45) 

10:24 add pou post axouoat 

10:38 om. et? rov^otxov (auriic,), (cum P45) 

11:11 om. oprov pi] Xt©ov entficoaet outod h xat (cum P45) 

i - ■ ■ 

11:11 xat 1. pn (cum P45) 
! 11:12 om. pn (cum P45 L) ! 

♦17:23 om. aneXStirc pn&* 
24:37 OpotiSevrc? l. nrondevTes 

Although the remainder of the singular agreements is 
less significant in terms of the meaning of the text, the 
very frequency of such agreements at these less Important 
places indicates the extremely close relationship which 
does exist between these two MSS. I note the following: 

5:3 ex tou nXotou cotoaoxcv 1. e6i Baaxcv ex tou nXotou 
♦6:26 upa? xaXax; etniootv 1. xaXux; upa? einaxjtv 
6:34 om. eartv (cum P45) 
6:37 otxa^cre 1. xaraotxaEerc 
6:37 0txao9tiTe 1. xara 6 txaa 8 tire 
♦6:46 o XeT« 1. a Xeyw 
♦8:5 aura 1. auro 
*8:6 om. tijv ante irerpav 
8:23 et? ri\r Xtpvtpr avepou 1. avepou et? tijv Xtpvijv 
8:35 oo» tou ante Iqaou 
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10:1 om. aurou{ 
10:27 om. xat 1° 
12:22 on. aurou 
♦12:56 for xatpov 6c 1. toy 6c xatpov 

14:1 oa. rwv ante qpaptcatoDV 
•14:12 pij 1. ptjoc , 
•16:3 add xat post toxua> 
•16:6 ypator rax coo? 1. rax ceo? ypafov 
17:12 on. auras post ont)YTTjaar 
17:28 otxo6ououv 1. »xo6oiiouv (l) 
23:7 add toy ante Hp«6nv (cum 8) 
23:19 PXtieen; 1. PcpXimevo? 
♦23:49 add at ante yuvatxc? 

♦24:24 oa. xat 3° (D it also omit In a different order) 
24:28 Tvrytxav 1. tiYY*0av 
24:38 om. 6ta 

Singular agreement In minutiae such as these would 
seem to Indicate conclusively that P75 and B not only rep- 
resent a texttype, but do so as the closest of "relatives." 
The discovery of P75 now makes it certain that the text of 
B existed in the second century both in its main features 
and in a gre at many of its par ticulars . 

Finally, it remains to be asked whether either of 
the MSS appears to reflect textual or scribal characteris- 
tics of any kind, which they do not have in common. 
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III. TEXTUAL CHARACTERISTICS OP P75 AND B 

It was noted above that over one-half the disagree- 
ments between P75 and B are singular and sub-singular 
readings In the two KSS. Tables H and XII Indicate that 
there are fewer of these in B than in P75,*6 and a careful 
look at Table XII reveils no pattern 'or direction of 
"editorializing" in B. The single , 'significant ,, omission 
(11:42 oa. too 0cou) Is probably a scribal error, and such 
harmonizations (with Matt. 26:17) as oot tparttr to ttcujx* 
at 22:9 are few (cf. 11:25 and 15:21). 

Often what appear as tendencies in B, also appear 
In P75« B, for example, tends to omit the preposition in 
partitive phrases (10:42; 12:58), but so also does P75 
(17:7). Hoskier accused B of reading simple words for com- 
pound forms, *7 which it does singularly at 6:38 and 15:24. 
But in the four examples Hoskier used, P75 also reads the 
simple form, and does so singularly at 11:22, 13:25, and 
15:22- B has five instances of singular omission of the 
article, and P75 has ten. Moreover, they have three 
Instances of singular agreement in omitting the article 
(8:6, 35; 14:1) and many other places where they read with 
the Neutral tradition against the rest in so doing (e.g., 

1 This list for B, of course, does not include all 
of Luke, but only the points where P75 also has a reading. 

17 Codex B and Its Allies, I, 248-249. 
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5:3# 5 bis; 6:30; 8:41). 

Vtaat this means, therefore, is that alaost any "edi- 
torial" tendencies found in B are anticipated by its closest 
relative and are probably only a reflection of close adher- 
ence to the Neutral tradition. This, plus the fact that 
the number of singular readings in B is Bdnlxal, neans that 
the scribe of this KS is alaost totally free from "editing" 
his text. He is first of all a copyist, and apparently one 
of high integrity with respect to his exesplar.lB 

Sable XI, on the other hand, indicates that P75 has 
one clear tendency, namely to read a "shorter text." Shis 
is especially true In regard to pronouns and conjunctions, 
but it is also true at more significant points. The scribe 
adds a pronoun only at 11:7 and 12:18 (both possessives) 
and in each instance has corrected his text. Ee adds a 
conjunction twice (9:28; 9:48), and there is only one 
significant singular addition in the entire text of Luke 
(l6:19 add ovouart NeunO, a reading which, because of its 
interest, has already received special attention. ^ 



*"The only other alternative is that the scribe of B 
had more than one MS from which he copied, and that he 
"edited" by choosing to stay with a text like P75- 

^see especially Henry J. Cadbury, "A Proper Name 
for Dives," JBL , LXXXI (1962), 399-402. Idea, "The Name 
for Dives," JBL , LXXXI7 (1965), 72. The mention of this 
particular reading in almost every overview of P75 tends to 
distort the true textual nature of the papyrus, which has 
no other such singular additions. (The long "correction" 



215 

It will be noted further, from Table XIII, that where 
P75 and B disagree with other MS support, the tendencies In 
P75 to read the shorter text often continue. This is true 
both of pronouns (8:20; 11:22; 12:22; 17:6; 24:39) and of 
the more significant variants (11:25, 33; 12:39; 15:21). 

Although this may merely reflect the scribe's habits, 
an examination of the Neutral text in Luke indicates that 
P75 is closely adhering to "Neutral tendencies." There are, 
for example, 26 places in our total units of variation in 
Luke, where P75 and B agree against the early Byzantine KSS 
(A C V and sometimes D or fct) and the TR in omitting the 
possessive pronoun or a direct or indirect object.20 There 
are at least equal that number where the early Byzantine 
KSS Join the Neutral tradition and D against most of the 
rest in such omissions. But far more important are the 
following examples of "short text," which do not Include 
numerous other instances involving a single word: (Other 
KSS supporting the text of P75 B are in parentheses.) 
5:38 om. xat au<porepoi ouvTTipouvrat (SDH. pc) 
6:26 om. ot narcpe? outbdv (700 1241 sy 3 sa) 
6:45 om. Otiaaupou ttj? xap6ta<; aurou 2° (k D L ¥ H X pc) 



at 17:14, borrowed from Matt. 8:3, is clearly the work of 
a later hand and does not qualify this statement.) 

20 5:5; 6:26, 40, 45; 7:6; 8:27, 49; 9:51, 54, 62; 
10:1, 33, 35; 12:22 bis, 41, 53; 13:27; 16:1; 17:11, 12, 
33; 22:49, 55, 57; 2l7Ti. 
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8:l6 om. tvo ot etctropeuouevot pXenuootv to <p<i><; (1574) 
8:25 om. xat tmaxououatv aurw (700 aeth) 
8:43 om. taTpot; npooavaXwaaoa oXov toy ptov ([D] sa sy 3 ) 
8:45 om. xot ot uer (ouv) aurou (n 700 pc sa sy 3 * ) 
8:45 om. xat Xevet<;, vt<; o a*auevo<; uou (K L X 22 157 pc) 
8:54 om. cxpaXmv eSw^navra? xat (^ D L X X pc itP 1 ) 
9:54 om. «<; xat HXta? eirottioev (P45 K L H 157 544 579 

700 990 1241 sa aur e 1 vg sy 3 * ) 
9:55-56 om. xat ettrev . . . oaooat (p45 K A C W L H pm) 
10:22 bm. xat orpa<pet<; npo? tou? paGtira? (P45 K D LHHD 

33 579 892 1241 X pc aur a b e f sy 8,6 ) 
10:38 om. et? toy otxov aurti? (P45 sa) 
11:2 om. Tjuanr ev roi<; oupavot? (R L 1 22 aur sy 3 ) 
11:2 om. Y«vtietiTa» ro eeXnua oou, to? ev oupavoo xat cnt 

Ytl? (L ff 2 sy 3 - ) 
11:4 om. aXXa puoat i\]ia% otto tou ttoytipou (K L X 700 sa 

vg sy 3 ) 
11:11 om. aprov, un XiGov entoroaet aura) ij xat (P45 440 I 

ff 2 1 sa sy 3 ) 
11:44 om. YPauuaret<; xat qpaptoatot unoxptrat (P45 C L 33 

892 1241 X a c e ff 2 1 vg) 
11:48 om. aurouv ra uvTjueta (K D L 579 1241 sy 3 abeirl) 
11:54 om. tva xarTrroptiotDOiv aurou (P45 K L 579 892 pc sy 3 ) 
17:23 om. ancXStirc uijoe (<p) 

17:24 om. ev ri\ i\\iepa aurou (D 220 a b c e i ff 2 sa) 
22:31 om. emev 6e o xupto? (L T 1241 sa bo sy 3 ) 
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22:43-44 om. u<p0fi . . . ytjv {^9 A W T R q> pc sa bo f sy«) 
22:64 om. ctutttov aurou to TTpoaamov (tt L T M K fl b bo) 

22:68 om. pot tj anoXuonf* (K L T 6 0153 X 157 bo) 

i 
23:17 om. avayxTjv 6e t\%ev anoXuctv aurot? xara eopTTjv 

cva (A L T K fl 0124 124l a sa bo) 

23:23 om. xot t»y apx^epemv (K L 130 1241 itPl) 

23:34 om. o 6e Itjoouc . . . rrotouotv (k c D W N 9 0124 <p 

157 545 PC sa a sy 8 ) 

i 

24:1 om. xot rtve? ouv ourot? (R C L 33 579 124l bo It) 
24:42 om. xot otto ueXtoatou xijptou (K ADVLO 579 e sy 3 ) 
24:46 om. xot ourax; e6et (K C* D L 579 sa bo It) 
Indeed, there is not a single important instance of "short 
text" in B which is not now supported by P75 (i.e., where 
P75 has text). Die fact that P75 has the four additional 
instances of "short text" against B is perhaps an indica- 
tion that P75 is the truer witness to the Neutral text at 
these points as well. 

Moreover, the fact that P75 and B are often Joined 
by D and the OL, as well as by others, and that in the 
great majority of these the "short text" is the preferred 
! reading on all grounds of internal criticism (many are 
harmonizations with Matthew and/or Mark), seems to indicate 
further that this is not simply a "Neutral" tendency, but 
a reflection of "Lucan" tendencies as well. 21 



21 

Although it is not our concern at this point, the 
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This does not mean, of course, that any of the 
singular "omissions" of P75 necessarily has claim to 
represent the original text (although the omission of ti\y 
•awn? voaatav imo raq nrcpvYac. at 13:34 and ctq Y<*uouq at 
14:8 [with b sa sy^S] certainly belong to the "Neutral" 
pattern); hut this scribe's almost adamant stand against 
additions to his text does seem to indicate that he is 
attempting carefully to preserve the text he is copying. 

We may best conclude the investigation of tendencies 

in P75 by noting two recent studies which spoke to this 

question, and each of which has taken a quite different 

turn. In his 1965 presidential address before the Society 

of Biblical Literature, Kenneth W. Clark had occasion to 

examine some of the singular variations in P75. 22 His 

conclusion was that 

in general, P75 tends to support our current critical 
text, and yet the papyrus vividly portrays a fluid state 
of the text at about A. D. 200. Such scribal freedom 
suggests that the gospel text was little more stable 
than an oral tradition and that we may be pursuing the 
retreating mirage of the "original text" (p. 15). 

However, Clark's choice of three variants from Luke 



fact that P75 is so faithful in reading a "short text" may 
be significant as far as the "Western non- interpolations" 
are concerned. For P75 does not read one of them. At, 
least this MS clearly puts the whole problem well back into 
the second century. 

22 "The Theological Relevance of Textual Variation in 
Current Criticism of the Greek New Testament," JBL, LXXXV ' 
(1966), 1-16. "~~ " _... ... 
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to portray "vividly" the "fluid state of the text" la not a 
very happy one. The addition at 17:14 has already been 
noted to be the work of a later hand. (Clark Is quite 
misleading at this point In saying that "the scribe of P75 
borrows. . . .") Moreover, his "unique reading heretofore 
unreported" of toxuv for tx^uv at 11:11 seems to be a "non- 
sense" reading pure and simple, since the toxuv is immedi- 
ately followed by utj avrt ixSuo?. This error is surely a 
form of "mental metathesis" and not a case of "scribal 
freedom." The other reading, i\plaro for w\arxo at 11:24, 
is not singular to P75 as Clark suggests. It is also read 
by n 1 579 1200 1375. But In spite of later support, this 
reading looks like a case of error, rather than of scribal 
freedom. The exact thing occurs in P75 at 14:8, and here 
the accompanying nav-rc; makes the reading impossible. One 
might compare also 9:32 etanXQev 1. etotiXSov; 11:53 
c5eX©OYT«s 1. «5eX6ovro?; 17:4 a<pt]oet 1. a<pt)aci<;; and 
23:29 epxet-at 1. epxovrat , all of which are uncorrected — 
and impossible Greek. 

In contrast to Clark, E. C. Colwell had previously 
concluded his examination of the scribal habits of P75 
with this Judgment: 

In P75 the text that is produced can be explained in 
all its variants as a result of a single force, namely 
the disciplined scribe who writes with the intention of 
being careful and accurate. There is no evidence of 
revision of his work by anyone else, or in fact of any 
real revision. 
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• • • any impulse to improve style Is for the most part 
defeated by the obligation to make an exact copy.23 

Our present examination seems fully to confirm this 

Judgment. Rather than reflecting a fluid state of text, as 

P66 in John surely does, P75 in Luke appears to reflect, as 

does B, a careful copyist preserving his original text. 

Any "editorial" tendencies in P75 are those already found 

In his textual tradition. 

17. CONCLUSIONS 

From the analysis by Porter of P75 in John, and from 
the foregoing analysis of its text in Luke, the following 
important conclusions should be noted. 

1. In contrast to the text of P66, which is ■mixed" 
both in terms of textual traditions and original and 
secondary readings, the text of P75 is almost totally 
"pure" in terms of its textual tradition, and it appears to 
be much more reliable in terms of the original text. 
Whereas none of the singular and sub -singular readings of 
P66, and few of its readings where it varies from the 
Neutral tradition, seem to preserve the original text, 
there are a number Of readings in P75 where it varies from 
B, as well as some of its singular readings to which one 

2 . 3 " Scribal Habits," pp. 381 and 386. 
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■ust give serious consideration in terms of original text. 
This is especially true of the omissions at Luke 11:33 
(ou6c uno toy yio&tov), which it shares with P45 LET 0124 
X pc, at Luke 12:39 (cYPnropri^cv ov nat) which it shares 
with R* D e i sy 8,0 , and at John 9:38-39 (o 6e e*n* ixxartum, 
xuptc* xat npooexuvTiaev aura, xat eiucv o Itjoou^), which 
It shares with K»Vb (l) bo Q . 

2. again in contrast to P66, the scribe of P75 
appears to have taken few liberties with his text. Vhereas 
the scribe of P66 is both a careless worksan and a con- 
scious "recensor," the scribe of P75 i» a careful workaan 
and appears to be almost free from "editorial" activity. 
His chief concern seems to have been the careful preserva- 
tion of the text which he was copying. 

3. Because of its extremely close relationship with 
B, it is no longer correct to speak of 3 as "recenslonal, " 
If by this term is meant either a recension In the third 
century or the scribe of B as a recensor. The text of P75 
from the second century appears to absolve the scribe of B 
of carefully "editing" his text. Rather he is carefully 
"copying" his text. 

4. Finally, the text of P75 in lake and John 
Indicates that the Neutral texttype, as a fully developed 
texttype, existed In all of its essentials in the second 
century. Furthermore, it so existed across two distinct 
textual histories (Luke and John). If other texttypes are 
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processes which developed over centuries, or are "uncon- 
trolled popular texts, w2i * the Neutral texttype Is both a 
completed "process" by the end of the second century, and 
apparently was one which was handed down in a carefully 
controlled tradition. 

Therefore, such .descriptions as those of P66 and P75 
by Werner G. Kummel in his latest revision of Feine-Behm's 
Introduction are quite misleading, if not in error. Of P66 
he says: "The codex ... presents a text which ... be- 
longs to a preliminary stage of the 'Egyptian' text before 
the recensions." 2 5 The text of the contemporary P75 seeas 
completely to nullify this Judgment. Of P75 Kummel has 
said: "This text is a predecessor of the 'Egyptian' text- 
form 11 (p. 364). Again, the conclusions of this chapter 
Indicate that such terms as "predecessor" or "pre-recen- 
sional" are not permissible while speaking of P75» Any 
"recension" or development of a text-form precedes the text 
of P75. 
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This is Colwell's description of the Western 

texttype. See "Origin of Texttypes," p. 137. 

^introduction to the New Testament, 14 th rev. ed., 
trans. A. J. Mattlll, Jr. (Nashville, 19bt>), p. 364. 



CHAPTER VI 



THE SIGNIFICANCE OP P66 AND P75 FOR THE PROBLEM 
OF METHOD IN NEW TESTAMENT TEXTUAL CRITICISM 



It was noted In Chapter I that the paradox of con- 
temporary criticism is that the recensional character of 
the Neutral texttype is considered an "assured result," 
while at the same time most contemporary critical texts 
have a predominantly Neutral appearance. 

Some critics have considered this paradox to mark 
the failure of contemporary eclecticism as a total method. 
In his 1947 discussion of method, E. C. Colwell concluded 
that "no patching will preserve the theory of Westcott and 
Hort;"l and "patching" fairly describes how some have con- 
sidered eclecticism. 2 Hence there has been an appeal for a 
new method — beyond eclecticism — to replace Westcott and 
Hort. 

Such Judgments as these, however, were based chiefly 

lB Genealogical Method," p. 132. 

2 Cf. the opinion of Clark quoted in Chapter I, p. 6. 

223 
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on the premise that the "recensional" nature of the Neutral 
texttype invalidated the textual theory of Westcott and 
Bort as well as that of their "offspring," that is, it 
invalidated any theory which considered a textual tradition 
to have preserved a "relatively pure line of very ancient 



text." 



These Judgments, however, were all made before the 



discovery and analysis of ?66 and P75. The position taken 
in this chapter is that an eclectic method which seeks a 
proper balance between external and internal evidence is in 
fact a valid method, and that the analyses offered in this 
study contribute to the validity of such a method in at 
least three ways. 

First, they contribute to the question of the rela- 
tionship between Internal and external evidence in eclecti- 
cism. The problem here is whether eclecticism should be a 
thoroughgoing methodology after the manner of 0. D. 
Kilpatrick, or whether evaluations based on external 
considerations such as the date and general quality of a 
MS or MSS Bhould also be a determining factor. 

Secondly, P66 and P75 contribute to the important 
question of early textual recension. It is the conclusion 
of this study that the combined witness of P66 and P75 tend 
to undercut the first horn of the contemporary dilemma, 
namely the recensional character of the Neutral texttype. 
If this is true, then the major cause of unrest over 
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contemporary eclecticism will have been removed — or at 
least the embarrassment over the Hortian face of our con- 
temporary critical texts and translations will have been 
removed. 

Finally, if it can be demonstrated — or at least if 
probability thus indicates — that the Neutral texttype is 
not recensional, then a new evaluation of the textual 
theory of westcott and Hort may be in order. Instead of 
viewing the original text as totally lost and scattered in 
random fashion throughout the MS tradition (which is what 
Cilpa trick* s method seems to imply), one may perhaps be 
prepared to view the Neutral texttype as a "relatively 
pure" representative of the original. Such an evaluation 
of course depends upon the demonstration of the relative 
superiority of the best representatives of this tradition 
over other MSS and MS traditions. 

The chief difference between such a theory and that 
of Hort is that more emphasis will be placed on the term 
"relatively" than did Hort. The reason for this is that 
the total application of eclecticism as a method will 
place more emphasis on internal evidence, with the result 
that more often one will be willing to view the texttype 
as having been corrupted. 
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I. P66 AND P75 AND THE ROLE OP EXTERNAL 
EVIDENCE IN TEXTUAL CRITICISM 



One of the basic problexs of contemporary eclecti- 
cism is that of finding a proper balance between external 
and Internal evidence. How such weight does one place on 
such matters as the date and character of a MS or families 
of MSS, and how much weight on purely internal and contex- 
tual considerations? 

The term "eclecticism" has been used to describe two 
forms of answer to this question. On the one hand, it is 
used of a method which tries to find the fine balance be- 
tween internal and external considerations, a method in 
which "verbal criticism, external and internal criticlBm 
all have their part to play and must, give each other mutual 
support. "^ This method has been called "reasoned eclecti- 
cism," and for the most part describes what is probably the 
•reigning contemporary method. 

On the other hand, the term "eclecticism" is also 
used of a method which relies chiefly on Internal consid- 
erations. This is particularly true of the work of 



■nTaganay, An Introduction , p. 91. 

^That it was openly espoused by the translators of 
the NEB may be noted both in the "Introduction" and in the 
textual notes (Tasker, ed., The Greek New Testament ). 
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C. H. Turner 5 and 0. D. Kilpatrick.^ To this method 
Xllpatrick has applied the term "rigorous eclecticism;"^ 
and although he suggests that he does not intend "to make 

Q 

light of the importance of knowledge of manuscripts" in 
actual practice his method often does so. 9 

In many respects Kilpatrick's "rigorous eclecticism" 
stands in direct contradistinction to the method of 
Vestcott and Eort. For Hort there was a primary dictum for 
the evaluation of any variant: "Knowledge of documents 
should precede final Judgement upon readings." 10 He argued 
that Internal considerations are always secondary to the 
e valuation of the documents themselves: "The uses of 
Internal evidence are subordinate and accessory: if taken 
as the primary guide, it cannot but lead to extensive 



5see especially "Karcan Usage: Notes, Critical 
and Exegetical, on the Second Gospel," JTS, XXV (1923/2*0, 
377-336; XXVI (1924/25) , 12-20, 145-1567^25-240, 337-3*6; 
XXvTI (1925/26), 58-62; XXVIII (1926/27), 9-30, 3*9-362; 
"A Textual Commentary of Mark 1, M JTS, XXVIII (1926/27), 
1*5-158: "Western Readings in the Second Half of St. Kark's 
Gospel,* JTS, XXH (1927/28), 1-16. 

Se« supra , p. 5, n. 10. 

7"Ve stern Text and Original Text in the Gospels 
and Acts," p. 36. 

8 Ibld . 

9rhis may be seen in his various articles on lexi- 
cal and grammatical usages of NT authors, as well as in his 
contribution to the Casey Festschrift , n An Eclectic Study 
of the Text of Acts." 

*°The New Testament, II, 31. 
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arror." 11 

Kllpatrlck, in contrast to this, says of his own 
■ethod: "Thus we do not concern ourselves with attempting 
to satisfy ourselves that the Egyptian [-Neutral] text or 
the Western text as a whole is right but we try to decide 
each variant by itself." 12 This is similar to the three 
dicta offered by Frederick C. Grant: 

.1. Ho one type of text is Infallible, or to be 
preferred by virtue of its generally superior authority. 

2. Each reading must be examined on its merits, and 
preference must be given to those readings which are 
demonstrably in the style of the author under consid- 
eration. 

3- Readings which explain other variants, but are 
not contrariwise themselves to be explained by the 
others, merit our preference.^ 

What Kllpatrlck and Grant clearly imply is that the 

primary considerations are always internal. It would 

appear that the chief value of the MSS is to supply the 

variants with which the critic is to do his work! Eldon J. 

Epp has cogently asked of Kllpatrlck at this point: "Why 

not add a few more conjectural readings on the assuaption 

that they may have been lost at some point in the history 



n lbid., I, 543- 

22 "An Eclectic Study," p. 64. 

^"n^e Greek Text of the New Testament," An 
Introduction to the Revised Standard Version of the New 
Testaaent (International Council of Religious Education, 
194b;, p. 41. 
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of the text?" 14 

As to the weakness of this procedure and therefore 
In partial defense of Hort, the foregoing analyses of P66 
and P75 Indicate not only that MSS may be Judged as to 
their general quality, but that this Judgment must often be 
a factor In determining the preferred reading. This Is 
particularly true In three areas where "rigorous eclecti- 
cism" appears to be an Inadequate method: (l) the evalua- 
tion of a singular reading as the original reading because 
it "fits" an author's style, (2) the failure to reckon 
fully with the possibility that an author may vary his 
style, and (3) the problem of evaluating readings where 
internal considerations lead to a stalemate. 

Singular Readings and Original Text . Chapters IV* 
and V of this study have indicated that the internal con- 
siderations for which Kilpatrick would argue as a basis for 
the recovery of the original text, may Justly be used first 
for the evaluation of existing MSS. It seems to this 
writer that the evaluation of the MS itself should be a 
primary consideration before one considers the reading of 
that MS at a specific variant. 

Kilpatrick, for example, often opts for a reading 
which has very little MS support, on the basis that such a 



^"Some Important Textual Studies, n JBL, IXXXIV 
(1965), 174, a review of the Casey Festschrift in which 
Kilpatrick' s "An Eclectic Study" appeared. 
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reading best reflects the given author's style. But 
serious questions arise when his preferred readings are 
singular to such witnesses as D, 124l or syr 11 . 1 ^ Th e read- 
ings in question are not necessarily condemned because they 
are singular, but because they are singular in MSS whose 
texts abound in singular readings of patently secondary 
character. 

Our evaluation of P66 offers a case in point. In 
the flurry of notices which followed the publication of its 
text in 1936 4 mention was frequently made of its (supposed) 
reading of the article with npoqptiTt^ in John 7:52. 1 *> A 
conjecture in this regard had already (without MS support) 
found its way into the Nestle apparatus. Now, with P66, 
one had early MS support for this conjecture. J. N. 
Birdsall in fact, who concluded as to the generally second- 
ary nature of many of its readings and especially its 
singular readings, allowed o npoqpTiTTK as one of the two 

i 

singular readings in the papyrus which had the strongest 
prima facie claim to originality. -^ 

This support by P66 of the previous conjecture, 



l^See especially many of his conclusions in "An 
Eclectic Study. Cf . the list of such readings noted by 
Metzger in The Text of the New Testament , p. 178. 

■^See e.g., C. K. Barrett, "Papyrus Bodmer II: A 
preliminary report," ExpT, LXVIII (1956/57), 176; Michaels, 



"Some Notable Readings, p. 154. 

*7 ghe Bodmer Papyrus, p. 17. 
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however, ha a been shown to rest on doubtful ground. 1 ® The 
article here Is the reading of P66*; and It has been 
pointed out that the singular readings of P66* are all of 
dubious quality and most likely are the product of the 
scribe himself, not his exemplar ( supra , p. 169). The 
reading o TTpotpn^n? i*} P66* therefore has as little textual 
value as the nineteenth century conjectures; and even 
though this reading is contextually to be preferred, and 
perhaps even what the author intended in terms of meaning, 
there can be little question that he in fact wrote npoqptiTti? 
without the article. ^ 

Such an argument of course does not necessarily 
condemn all singular readings in all MSS. Colwell and Tune 
have tended to move in this direction, suggesting that all 
singular readings "are to be ignored in the subsequent 
stage of manuscript study." 20 Por them the chief value of 
the singular reading is "in the initial appraisal of the 
work of the scribe in a particular MS." 2 1 

To the arguments that singular readings may be 



^Fee, "Corrections of Papyrus Bodmer II and The 
Nestle Greek Testament," p. 68. 

^Even if a good early MS were found which had the 
article, it must continue to be rejected as secondary on 
the basis of ardua lectio potior . 

20 "Variant Readings," p. 260. 

g l lbid . Colwell has fruitfully pursued this point 
in his study on "Scribal Habits in the Early Papyri." 



232 

original, or that they should be cited in the apparatus 
crltlcus in case future discoveries may include a KS which 
shares the singular reading, Colwell and Tune respond: n A 
sufficient answer lies in the high probability that in a 
tradition as richly evidenced as that of the NT the origi- 
nal has survived in some group or type of text" ( ibid .). 

From our analysis of P75 in Chapter V, one nay well 
hesitate at these points. The fact that P75 (sometimes 
with P45) has eliminated what were once singular or nearly 
singular readings of B at some points where they seem to 
preserve the original text, and the fact that both have 
been Judged as careful preservations of a very early type 
of text, should cause one to allow the possibility that 
either of them in a singular reading best represents this 
texttype. It does not necessarily follow of course that 
the "best representative of the texttype" also preserves 
the original text, but it does mean that, in answer to 
Colwell and Tune, the original reading may have survived 
only In the "best" representative of a type of text, not 
necessarily In the entire group of MSS. 

However, all of this to say that if either P75 or B 
does -preserve the original text in a singular reading, 
consideration given to such a reading (besides its best 
answering the questions of internal criticism) rests 
chiefly on the Judgment as to the generally excellent 
quality of these two MSS. And it must be granted to 
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Colwell and Tune that singular readings by their very 
nature are suspect, which means that there must be decisive 
Internal evidence In favor of such a reading before It Is 
considered as original. 

In any case, choosing singular readings on the 
criterion of an author *s style, without proper evaluation 
of the KSS containing such a reading seems to reflect a 
faulty method. 

Author's Style and Original Text . Another diffi- 
culty with a method which may lead one to choose a poorly 
attested reading, based on an author's style alone, Is that 
It seems to overlook the very Important possibilities noted 
by Metzger: "(a) An author may on occasion vary his usage, 
and (b) a scribe who was aware of the author's prevailing 
usage may have altered a reading in order to bring It into 
harmony with this usage." 22 

To Illustrate the problem here, I note two itess 
from Kllpa trick's article, "Atticism and the Text of the 
Greek New Testament," which have also been examined In 
Chapter IV of this study. 

1* In the discussion of the tendencies in P66, it 
was noted that in three Instances P66 reads the future 
middle of Jam against the future active of the Neutral 
tradition ( supra , p. l4l). It was also concluded that this 

22 The Text of the New Testament, p. 178. 



23* 

i» a secondary tendency in P66. 

In contrast to this, Kilpatrick (pp. 132-133) has 
argued that Inc* i» an Attic fom, fcTjoouat non-Attic. This 
being the case, "we would expect the New Testament writers 
to use ifaopat." Ee then illustrates his argument from the 
Gospel of John by setting out, with the MS evidence, the 
air instances where the future of Jam occurs. 

The heart of the Neutral tradition (P75 B L) reads 
the active four tlaes (5:25; 6:57, 58; 14:19). In three of 
these Instances they are variously Joined by D 3 X m and 
■embers of the Byzantine tradition. 

On the basis of the witness of P45, P66, and P75 

(the former two read the active once each), Kllpa trick 

notes that the active occurs in KSS which are older than 

A.D. 200. Ee therefore concludes: 

As the variation came into being in the second cen- 
tury, the century of Attic isa, it is more probable that 
the evangelist at the end of the first century used 
the non-Attic middle which was later corrected to the 
Attic active future. That the evangelist should go out 
of his way to introduce an Attic form into his Koij^e 
Creek which the second century scribes then changed to 
the Koine form seems most unlikely. We may accordingly 
regard the middle -future as what the evangelist wrote 
and the active as an Atticlst correction of the second 
century. (P. 132) 

Kilpatrick further notes four places in the Epistles 

where the future active occurs, in three of which he finds 

Atticism at work (Rom. 6:2 £noo»cv - jTiaoouev; II Cor. 13:4 

gqoopcv - tuoopeSa; James 4:5 hooper - Jnowpev). Only at 

Heb. 12:9 is Jtjaopev almost universally attested. 
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Of these last four readings, however, two things 
should be noted: (l) They all occur in the first person 
plural, and these are the only occurrences of the first 
plural of the future of lam in the NT. (2) Only one of 
these readings reflects a variation between the middle and 
passive. It would seen, therefore, that the future active 

s . — — — 

in the first person plural is the fixed form, and that it 
was the future middle which was being resisted by the MS 
tradition, not vice versa . 

But the real weakness in Kilpatrick 1 s argument is 
that he fails to note the other ten occurrences of the 
future of lam in the NT (Kt. 4:4; 9:l8; Luke 4:4; 10:28; 
Ro*. 1:17; 8:13; 10:5; Gal. 3:11# 12; Heb. 10:38), all of 
which occur, as in John, in the second or third person. In 
every instance but one, Luke 10:28 where D and 28 read the 
active, lam occurs in the future niddle. 

The fact that in John the future middle is univer- 
sally attested (except for P45) at 11:25, and the active 
attested by the majority of uncials at 6:58, plus the 
universal attestation of the future middle outside of John, 
seems to point to a conclusion directly opposite that of 
Kilpatrick. The question which Kilpatrick must answer is, 
why only in John do the Alexandrians, and others, reflect 
Atticist tendencies? For whether or not the evangelist 
"went out of his way" to do so, the future active of £a» is 
strictly a Johannine phenomenon in the NT. Furthermore, 
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the combined evidence of 6:58 and 11:25 indicates that the 
Fourth Evangelist was not consistent. What we have then in 
John is not P66 and later KSS resisting "corrections" 
toward Atticism, but P66 and later scribes resisting the 
"Atticism" of the Fourth Evangelist in favor of the more 
common biblical Idiom. 

* 
i 

The tendency of "careful preservation" in P75, as 
well as the "mixed" nature of the text of P66, especially 
after John 5* seems to lend weight to this conclusion. 

2. Kilpa trick has also argued that the anoxptQctt 

etnev idiom, where there are variations, is to be preferred 

to either of the verbs occurring by itself; for "no Greek 

of any period, left to himself, would say or write dno- 

*pt0ct<; e7ncv n (p. 126). He therefore concludes: 

Hence we are not surprised when we find that often 
where dnoxpieet*; efnev and the like occur in our Greek 
text there are variants designed to mitigate or remove 
this unGreek expression. We may even suspect that 
sometimes the attempt to improve the language has been 
successful and that the more Greek expression is in our 
text and the original unGreek wording in our apparatus. 
( Ibid . ) 

However, our discussion of this idiom in John 

( supra , pp. 148 ff.) seems again to point to the opposite 

conclusion, namely, that the author himself had a basic 

unGreek idiom, arrcxptOri [Ii^aou*;] xat einev [aura]* which he 

himself altered occasionally toward the "more Greek" anc- 

xpi6n [Inoou<;3j the scribes, on the other hand, tended not 

"to mitigate" the author's unGreek idiom, but tended rather 
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to conform to that idiom where the author himself had used 
the "more Greek" form. 

She following evidence seems to substantiate such a 
conclusion: 

(a) The full idiom occurs without MS variation 19 
times in John. 23 on nine other occasions a single MS 
"mitigates" this unGreek form. 

(b) The "more Greek" idiom (less xat etnev) occurs 
21 times without MS variation . 2 5 

If one may trust the MS evidence at all, these two 
sets of readings clearly indicate that the author of the 
Gospel himself used both the "Attic" and the "non-Attic" 
forms of the idiom. Moreover, the nine instances where a 
single MS reads the "more Oreek" for the "unGreek" idiom 
indicate that there is very little tendency in the MS 
tradition to mitigate the unGreek idiom. 

(c) On the other hand, on 17 other occasions, where 
the majority of MSS read without xat etnev, one or a few 



23 1:48, 50; 2:18, 19; 3:9, 27; 4:10, 13; 7:l6, 21, 
52; 8:38, 48; 9:30, 34; 14:23; 18:25, 30; 20:28. 

2I *3:3 (K* om. xat etnev); 3:10 (083 om. anexpterj 
Inoouq); 4:17 («* om. xat ctncv); £:19 (k* cXcycv . . . 
o Inaouq); 6:43 (053 om. xat ctncv); 6:26 (N om. xat ctncv); 
8:14 (S ctncv aurot? o Iqaou?); 12:30 (K om. xat etnev); 
13:7 (33 om. xat ctncv). 

25 5:7; 6:7, 68; 7:47; 8:34; 9:20, 27; 10:25, 33; 
11:9; 12:34; 16:31; 18:8, 20, 23, 34, 35, 36; 19:7, 15; 
21:5. 
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i 

MSS read the full Idiom. The MS evidenoe for those which 
read the full Idiom at these points is given below: 

3:5 L K M 6 n 053 69 124 174 213 230 579 1093 124l pc 
6:70 K (D) N 1187 a ff 2 sa 
7:^6 544 c bo 

8:19 K D 27 78 543 700 713 1093 1188 1241 
8:33 D17 291 '565 658 660 1293 1354 1582 2193 
j 8:49 K e X ip 291 440 565 1093 1170 
! 8:54 1093 1170 1242 1555 e bo 
9:3 053 X 565 e b 
10:32 33 
10:34 P66 D 

13:8 1071 r 1 aeth syPal 
13:26 K D 13 346 
13:38 D aur c ff 2 
18:5 X 213 f 
18:37 P66 

19:11 9 a c ff 2 syPal 
; 19:22 1170 1242 

(d) On only four occasions do the Neutral MSS 
(always with several others) read the shorter form against 
the majority (1:49; 7:20; 9:11, 25). 

From these sets of figures the conclusion seems 
unmistakable that the MSS tend not to become "Atticist" 
against the author, but rather that they tend to conform to 
the more characteristically biblical idiom. The fact that 
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the KSS which do have variations at this idiom are not 
necessarily "superior" witnesses seems to confirm this 
conclusion. Codez Sinaiticus, for example, whose tenden- 
cies to be "wild" in John make it suspect, "mitigates the 
unGreek idiom" five times, but it also reads the full idiom 
against most of the rest at four other places. The fact 
that P66 (almost alone) conforms to the more characteristi- 
cally Johannine idiom at two places Indicates that even in 
the second century (Kllpatrlck's "Attlcist" century), the 
tendency to "conform" is at least as great as any tendency 
to "Atticize," as far as this idiom is concerned. 

The Evaluation of Variants Where Internal Questions 
Are Indecisive . The problem here has already been noted In 
Chapter IV" (pp. 121-122). The inadequacy of "rigorous 
eclecticism" at this point may best be illustrated by 
referring again to Grant's three dicta for evaluating 
variants : 

1. No one type of text is infallible, or to be 
preferred by virtue of its generally superior authority. 

2. Each reading must be examined on its merits, and 
preference must be given to those readings which are 
demonstrably in the style of the author under consid- 
eration. 

3. Readings which explain other variants, but are 
not contrariwise themselves to be explained by the 
others, merit our preference, ( supra , p. 228) 

The problem for "rigorous eclecticism" here is, on what 

grounds does one choose when rules 2 and 3 point to 

directly opposite conclusions? It would seem that when 

such happens — and it often does — that rule 1 must be laid 



240 
aside; for "the generally superior authority" of a given KS 
or type of text may be the deciding factor. 

An illustration of this is the set of variations In 
John 5:17* noted in Chapter m. Vlthout regard for the 
moment to the external evidence, the following variants are 

found: 

/ 

1. aircYPtOit auroi; 

2. o 6c anciottq aurotc. 

3. o 6c cne*ptvaro auroic. 

4. oc, 6c oncxptSs avrot? 

The readings are here listed in the order of preference 
according to Grant's rule 2. Reading 1 is preferred 
because it is the only reading in accordance with Johaxmlne 
style. The use of o 6e for the continuation of narrative 
is so uncommon in the Gospel of John as to make the "rigor- 
ous eclectic" suspect it at any point; and oc. 6c at such a 
point is found in the KT only here and In a reading of B K 
H 2 33 579 PC in Iferk 15:13- 

On the other hand, according to Grant's rule 3* the 
exact opposite is the order of preference. The oc. 6e is 
the only reading which explains the other variants, and is 
not contrariwise itself to be explained by the others. The 
o 6e is easily explained from oc. 6c as the preference for a 
more common form of expression; the omission of either 
reflects a preference for a more characteristically Johan- 
nine mode of expression. If the omission were original, 
one can scarcely explain the addition of either o 6c or 
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oc 6c— especially with a font of anovptropas in the Fourth 
Gospel. If o 6c were original, one can explain the emis- 
sion as a conformation to Johannlne style, but the 05 6c 
defies explanation except as an Inadvertent scribal error. 

It would seen, therefore, either that Grant's rules 
oust be transcended, or else a choice aazst be made between 
rules 2 and 3- 

However, when external evidence is added, a decision 
in favor of o; 6e seems well founded. The external evi- 
dence is as follows: 

1. ancvpt6t| aurot? DEPHMSUVT pier TR 

2. o 6c anexptSti airrotq P66 CLKKGAAOpa 



3. o 6c artcxpiraro aurois K* W 



0{ 6c anexpiGti aurot? P75 B A 

The textual relationship between P75 and B means that 
theirs is a single witness. The reading of A is unexpected 
support, inasmuch as it more often reads with the Byzantine 
KSS than with P75 B, where these two types of text differ. 
Moreover, our Judgment of P75 and B in Chapter V is that 
theirs is a witness to the faithful preservation of a given 
type of text. On the other hand, P66 has been noted fre- 
quently to differ from P75 B in favor of an easier reading, 
and thus it does here. Furthermore, D, the only early 
witness to the more "characteristically Johannlne" reading, 
has been noted often to conform to a "later" text ( supra , 
pp. 49-50). 

When, therefore, the earliest and "best" KSS have 
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the reading which best explains the others, this combina- 
tion would seem to overrule the choice dictated by "rigor- 
ous eclecticism." 

There are many other examples where the combination 
of early and "best* authorities with the canon ardua lectio 
potior seems to overrule the principles of rigorous 
eclecticism. The following are but a sampling: 

1. John 11:12. One of John's Introductory formulae 
has the following variations: 

a. etnav ouv awm ot paenrat KDVKD 579 b ff 2 

b. etnav ouv auric ot pafinrat aurou 251 254 a c 

e. etnav ouv ot paBtirat aura P66 P75 BOX 8pc 

d. etnav ouv aur» A 44' 122 

e. etnav ouv ot vaBi\rai 7 116 314 1200 1 

f . etnav ouv ot paStirat aurou L T Byz aur e f TO 

On the basis of our examination In Chapter IV 
( supra, p. 155), the most characteristically Johannlne 
reading here Is (a). The combination of verb-object-sub- 
Ject (VOS) Is far more common than the combination VS In 
(e) and VO In (d). 

But the only reading which explains all the others 
and Is Itself explained by none Is (c). dis Is easily the 
ardua lectio Inasmuch as In the some 120 occurrences of 
this Idiom In John the order VSO occurs without variation 
only where the object la a noun (e.g., 2:5; 6:67; 18:11) or 
where the prepositional phrase npo? ... replaces the 
dative (e.g., 4:48; 8:57; 11:21). The order VSO where the 
pronoun Is in the dative occurs only here and at 11:44 
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(P75 B C L V sa bo e vg) in the Gospel of John. 2 ** 

Therefore, reading (b) may be dismissed as a modifi- 
cation of (a), and readings (a), (d), (e), and (f) all 
represent various attempts to remove the difficulty of the 
word order of P66 P75 B et al. The fact that this reading 
Is supported both by the earliest -arid "best" MSS, as well 
as by various others which do not necessarily have "Neu- 
tral" proclivities, seems to indicate that the "more 
difficult" and "best supported" reading is to be preferred. 

2. John 12: 16. The MS tradition has the following 
variations: 

a. aurou ot uaenrat P75 B K 8 579 

b. ot uaerirat aurou P66 A D W L Q X rell TR 

c. ot uaerirat K fl 265 1219 1346 

On the basis of Johannine usage, reading (b) is to be 
preferred. Of the 33 occurrences of uaerjrat with the 
possessive in the Nestle-Aland text, only here do arty of 
the KSS have the possessive first. Moreover, of 15 other 
occurrences of uaOrjrat In Nestle-Aland, where various MSS 
add the possessive, they always add it after the noun. 

However, the canon ardua lectio potior favors the 
reading of the possessive first. There seems to be no 
other logical explanation of this reading except as sheer 
error. However, that the "error" is found in secondary 



"This unusual order also occurs in three singular 
readings (6:32 579; 7:33 1241 ; 9:4l D). 
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witnesses to the Neutral tradition (k 579) and 8 as well as 
In the "purer" witnesses to the Neutral tradition Indicates 
that It was both an early and somewhat widespread "error." 
Here again MS evidence supports the "more difficult" read- 
ing as against the "more typically Johannine." 

Besides in such readings as these, where an author's 
style is involved, external evidence seems to be particu- 
larly crucial in those instances where neither of Grant's 
rules 2 or 3 are applicable. A case in point is the prob- 
lem of the mission of the seventy or seventy-two in Luke 
10:1 (10:17), a problem which Metzger has already discussed 
thoroughly. ' Lucan style is simply not a consideration 
here. Koreover, the reasons for choosing either seventy 
or seventy-two in terms of the background of these two 
numbers seems evenly balanced. At least neither reading is 
"more difficult" than the other, and, as Metzger has shown, 
either may well explain the existence of the other. 

The present writer happens to prefer seventy-two, on 
the grounds that there seems to be more background (at 
least biblical background) for the number seventy. This 
would make seventy the more common number, and therefore 
the one to which a scribe is more likely to have changed. 
Moreover, the number seventy-two seems to require no more 



27 "Seventy or Seventy- two Disciples?" NTS , V 
(1958/59), 299-306. 
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extensive background than the immediate context of the 
Gospels— It is simply a multiplication of "the twelve." 
Metzger has suggested that this "may be the result of a 
mathematical penchant of an Alexandrian recensionist who 
altered '70' to *12 % for, so to speak, 'scholarly 1 reasons" 
(p. 305) . But this begs the important question as to 
whether there was in fact such a recensionist in Alexandria 
at such an early date as ca. 150-175. And why could not 
Luke have had such a "penchant" as well as a second century 
scribe? 

The choice thus far however is almost totally a 
subjective one. When one considers that seventy-two has 
the support of P75 B D R M 40 1604 it vg sy 8 * , 28 such 
early and widely distributed evidence seems to point back 
to the Lucan original rather than a "scholarly" Alexandrian 
recensor. 

We may conclude, therefore, that "rigorous eclecti- 
cism" is both a limited and sometimes short-sighted method. 
It is limited in that it is not capable of arriving at a 
decision in cases where the questions of Internal evidence 
are opposed or evenly balanced. It is short-sighted in 
that it falls to give proper weight to the historical 



co Host critical editions also include the witness 
of P45, on the basis of Kenyon's edition. Metzger has 
questioned the reading of P45 here, so it has not been 
included. 
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i 

evidence supplied by the KSS themselves. 9 

Our analysis of P66 and P75 has indicated that KSS 
■ay be evaluated as to their general "worth" in terms of 
their witness to the original NT text. Moreover, such an 
evaluation is often helpful in making a decision on individ- 

s 

ual readings and must therefore be a part of one's total 
method. The problem here is that one must free himself 
from letting his evaluation of the KSS prejudge the final 
decision. It is at this point that contemporary eclecti- 
cism of the less thorough type wishes most to part with 
Hort. To the degree that eclecticism is able to decide 
variants without a prejudgment on the basis of external 
evidence, it would appear to be a valid methodology. 

There remains, however, the problem of the "Hortian 
face" of the results of our non-Hortian method. 

II. P66 AND P75 AND EARLY TEXTUAL RECENSION 

Apart from their general importance as external 
evidence, perhaps the most significant contribution of the 



^9cf. the evaluation of this form of eclecticism by 
K. Aland in "The Significance of the Papyri for Progress in 
New Testament Research," The Bible in Modern Scholarship, 
ed. J. Philip Hyatt (Nashville, 1955), p. 340: "Seeing 
those eclectics at work who seem to regard the language of 
the NT writings as fixed and who merely seek in the tradi- 
tion of the text the groups of manuscripts, or the partic- 
ular manuscript, or the version, which they need for their 
text, I must doubt, not only the scientific value of their 
method, but also the principle upon which that method is 
based." 
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combined witness of P66 and P75 is to the question of early 
textual recension, and especially to the question of the 
"scholarly Alexandrian" nature of the alleged recension of 
the Neutral texttype. 

The Keutral Texttype as Recension . The steps lead- 
ing to the current, almost universal acceptance of the 
recensional nature of the Neutral texttype have already 
been briefly sketched ( supra, p. 9, n. 17). Our interest 
here is to focus particularly on two cajor causes in this 
century for the moveaent away from Hort toward Bousset, 
naaely the papyrus discoveries up to i960, and the argu- 
ments of Kenyon and Zuntz. 

Probably the leading factor in current disavowal of 
Hort's "pure line of descent" from the "original" NT to B 
was the papyrus discoveries of this century, up to and 
including the discovery of P66. All of these discoveries 
showed a such more fluid and "mixed"' state of textual 
transmission than Hort had proposed. In fact the mixture 
was of such nature that none of the fourth century text- 
types was found in these MSS in a "pure 1 * state. This led 
to such expressions as "pre-recensioca.1" and "proto- 
Alexandrian." 

Typical of this "new" attitude elicited from the 
papyrus discoveries were Kenyon's remarks in the Introduc- 
tion to his edition of the Chester Beatty Papyri: 
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nils much ... may be said without hesitation. On the 
one hand, it [the Chester Beatty discovery] is not an 
out-and-out supporter of the •Neutral* or Vatican type 
of text; but neither is it, on the other hand, an out- 
and-out supporter of the 'Western' type. . . . For the 
moment it crust suffice to point out that the occurrence 
of this type of text in a manuscript from Egypt con- 
temporaneous with, or at latest not much later than, 
Origen ... points, perhaps decisively, to the con- 
clusion that the Vatican K3 does not represent a text 
of original purity/ dominant in Egypt throughout the 
second and third centuries; . . . and that the Vatican 
text represents the result, not of continuous unaltered 
tradition, but of skilled scholarship working on the 
best available authorities .30 

Along with the papyrus discoveries, plausible 
hypotheses of the recenslonal process In Alexandria were 
also forthcoming. In his article in the Iagrange Fest- 
schrift , Kenyon proposed: 

-During the second and third centuries, a great variety 
of readings came into existence throughout the Chris- 
tian world. In sose quarters, considerable license was 
shown in dealing with the sacred text; in others, more 
respect was shown to the tradition. In Egypt this 
variety of texts existed, as elsewhere; but Egypt (and 
especially Alexandria) was a country with a strong 
tradition of scholarship and with a knowledge of textual 
criticism. Bere, therefore, a relatively faithful 
tradition was preserved. About the beginning of the 
fourth century, a scholar say well have set himself to 
compare the best accessible representatives of this 
tradition, and so haye produced a text of which B is 
an early descendant.^ 1 



^Chester Beatty Papyri, General Introduction , p. l6. 
Henry A. Sanders (Tne Egyptian Text of the Four Gospels 
and Acts," ETO , XIVI [1933 J, 77-98) argued from the evidence 
of the papyrus discoveries that there was an almost com- 
plete supremacy of the Western text in the third century. 
Although his arguaent left many unconvinced, the nature of 
the data certainly made possible such an argument. 

^"Hesychius and the Hew Testament," p. 250. 
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Kenyon suggested further that the homogeneous 
character of B throughout the NT also pointed to "scholarly 
recension. " Since the books of the NT originally traveled 
as individual units and then probably in various corpi, 
these units and corpi quite naturally have different tex- 
tual histories. In the Gospels, for example, Nark has the 
largest air -^nt of variation per page of text, while John 
has the least. Moreover, the Western text exhibited in D 
has such greater variation in Luke-Acts than it does in 
Kark or John. Kenyon therefore concluded that the charac- 
ter of B, which is so homogeneous throughout the NT, implies 
"the exercise of editorial selection" across the various 
textual histories, as well as the internal editing of the 
various texts. 3 s 

KenyOn's conclusions about B became a byword in NT 
textual criticism. The recent text critical handbooks33 
and NT Introductions, 34 as well as articles on "trends" in 

^ The Text of the Greek Bible , p. 205. 

33e.g., Vincent Taylor, The Text of the New Testa - 
ment (London, 1961), p. 54; Metzger, The Text of the New 
Testament , pp. 215-216; Greenlee, Introduction , pp. 66-57. 

3 e.g., A. H. McNeile, An Introduction to the Study 
of the New Testament , 2nd ed. rev. C. S. C. Williams 
(Oxford, 1953), p. 434; Felne-Behm-Kummel, Introduction , 
p. 384. 
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text criticism35 and on texttypeB,3« were almost unanimous 
In their concurrence with Kenyon's conclusion that the 
Keutral text "is now generally regarded as a text produced 
in Egypt and probably at Alexandria under editorial care. "37 

Whereas such a recension was usually thought to be 
the work of one hand, more recently 'it has been viewed as 
the result of a long process. Gunther Zuntz's reconstruc- 
tion of this process shows erudition as well as sensible 

imagination, and is worth noting in full. 

i 

Its beginnings were inconspicuous, and roughly 150 
years passed before it culminated in the 'Euthalian 1 
edition. Prior to this final achievement, the Alexan- 
drian correctors strove, in ever repeated efforts, to 
keep the text current in their sphere free from the 
many faults that had infected It in the previous period 
and which tended to crop up again even after they had 
been obelized. These labours must time and again have 
been checked by persecutions and the confiscation of 
Christian books, and counteracted by the continuing 
currency of manuscripts of the older type. None the 
less they resulted in the emergence of a type of text 
(as distinct from a definite edition) which served as a 
norm for the correctors in provincial Egyptian Bcrip- 
toria. The final result was the survival of a text far 
superior to that of the second century, even though the 
revisers, being fallible humans, rejected some of its 
correct readings and introduced some faults of their 
own. 38 

Zuntz, however, was candid to observe that "even so, 

i 
i 

"e.g., K. W. Clark, "The Effect of Recent Textual 
Criticism," p. 37; K. Aland, "The Present Position," p. 750. 

36colwell, "The Origin of Texttypes," p. 137- 

3 7The Text of the Greek Bible , p. 208. 

38 rhe Text of the Epistles , pp. 271-272. 
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It must be admitted that no direct evidence attests the 
philological endeavors Which we have inferred" (p. 272). 
He finally rests his argument on the acknowledged philologi- 
cal skill of Orlgen and on Clement's apparently intimate 
acquaintance with grammatical terminology. He concludes 
that "the Greek grammatical tradition and technique was 
among the pagan achievements by which Alexandria enriched 
the Christian tradition" (p. 273). 

Perhaps the most significant part of Zuntz' s hypothe- 
sis is his anBwer to the question as to how the Alexandrian 
copyists achieved the high quality of their texts. Against 
those who had suggested that it was the result of expert 
collation and editing of "wilder" texts, Zuntz cogently 
observed that such a process could only result in the "emer- 
gence of an average text of that very type" (p. 273). 
Rather, he maintained: "This indeed is the essential fact: 
somehow the Alexandrian collators must have been enabled to 
use manuscripts superior to those current in the second 
century" (p. 274). The preservation of such texts as these, 
Zuntz further noted, "bespeaks the conscious appreciation 
of the original wording as a value per se . It has already 
been pointed out that this is not the attitude of the 
believer or the theologian as such: it requires at least a 
touch of the philological mind" (p. 275). 

Such, then, was the status of this question and the 
most significant hypothesis to answer it up to the discovery 
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of P66 and P75. Our present concern is to Indicate the 

i 

significance of these KSS to this question of the recen- 
sional nature of the Neutral texttype. But before so doing, 
a word is in order about the term "recension" itself. 

Recension and Texttype . In his Ou en est la critique 
textuelle du Nouveau Testament » Jean Duplacy has noted that 
the term "recension" is often used with imprecision. 39 On 

the one hand, it has been defined as "the text created, 

i ! 

according to specific principles, for use in one segment of 

t 

the church."** This is the more strict definition of the 
term. On the other hand it is also used for "editorial 
activity" of any kind where a MS shows conscious revision 
or correction. j 

As long as texttypes are considered as the work of 
an individual such as Lucian, Hesychius, or Origen, the 
first definition means the actual work of that individual 
in "creating" a text. In recent years, however, texttypes 
have been considered to be processes of transmission. When 
texttypes are thus considered, "recension" may have refer- 
ence to the beginning of that process, its culmination, or 

i 

^Paris, 1959, p. 33. 

^°This is the definition used by Porter, "Papyrus 
Bodmer XV," p. 364, n. 7. \t appears to be a translation 
of Duplacy' s translation ( Ou en est , p. 33) of Paolo 
Sacchi, Alle origin! del Nuove Testamento; Sagglo per la 
storia della tradlzione e la crltica del testo (Firenze, 
1956), p. 35. 
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any kind of editorial activity along the way. It 1b at 
this point that more precision is needed. 

If In fact it is correct to speak of texttypes as 
processes, then the term "recension" in the strict sense of 
a "created text" seems to be incorrect, unless it can be 
demonstrated by reasonable hypothesis that the "process" 
had a definite beginning.* 1 Otherwise it would seem to be 
more precise to consider our texttypes as "textual tradi- 
tions" with "recensional activity, " rather than as 
"recensions." 

In the less strict sense the adjective "recensional" 
may be retained to refer to a MS such as P66, which shows 
clear signs of "editing." Whether the scribe of P66 was 
intending to create a definitive text for one segment of 
the church may never be known. What is_ known — presently at 
least — is that his text was not definitive enough to be 
followed closely by any other known MS. But whether defini- 
tive or not, his text is "recensional" insofar as he delib- 
erately altered it when making corrections. 

P75 and the Neutral Texttype as Recension . The 
analysis in Chapter V of P75 in Luke, together with Porter's 

^Cf . the work of Metzger, "The Lucianic Recension 
of the Greek Bible," Chapters in the History of New Testa- 
ment Textual Criticism (Grand Rapids, 19o3)» PP. 1-41. 
Hetzger here argues that Lucian does in fact stand at the 
beginning of the Byzantine texttype. If so, then his vork 
is recensional in the strict sense of the term. 



254 

analysis of its text in John, has given proof beyond any 
reasonable doubt that if the Neutral texttype is a recen- 
sion in the strict sense of that term, it is not a recen- 
sion created in the late third century. P75 has forever 
laid to rest the "Hesychian hypothesis." Furthermore, the 
close relationship which exists between P75 and B demon- 
strates that the text of B is not the late culmination of a 
process . Zuntx, therefore, seems to be partially in error 
when he speaks of the Neutral texttype as a long process 
with inconspicuous beginnings, which after roughly 150 
years "culminated in the 'Buthallan 1 edition; " for that 
"Buthalian" edition already existed in the second century 
in the text of F75. The only "process" involved between 
the time of P75 and B is that of carefully preserving a 
given text. Such activity as this is not "recensional" in 
any sense of that tern. 

Moreover, it is important to note from the analysis 
in Chapter V that the same essential relationship between 
P75 and B exists in both Luke and John, This means that 
the Neutral texttype existed in the second century across 
two distinct textual histories. Therefore, if the homoge- 
neous nature of this texttype is due to good "selection" as 
well as good "recension," as Kenyon argued, then such 



Up 

The assumption here of course, as with Zuntz, is 

that B best represented that "Euthalian* edition in the 

fourth century. See supra , p. 121, n. 3. 
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selection also bad to have taken place in the second 

century. 

Finally, and quite significantly, it aey be shown by 

the scribal quality of P75 that this KS itself was not that 

recension. Although the nuaber of scribal errors in the 

text is nlnlnal, those which do exist are of such nature 

that one can be certain that we have here a copyist, not a 

recensor. Both the large nuaber of uncorrected errors 

(approximately 76) and the fact that the great majority of 

the corrections are of obrious scribal e r r ors point to such 

a conclusion. As Colwell has pointed out: 

In P75 the text that is produced can be explained in 
all its variants as the result of a single force, 
namely the disciplined scribe who writes jrith the 
intention of being careful and accurate. *3 

It Bay be concluded quite positively, therefore, 
that the so-called "Euthallan" edition of the Keutral text- 
type was already in existence in Egypt in tbe second cen- 
tur y . This does not asean that it was necessarily the 
"doainant" text of Egypt — indeed, the other papyri suggest 
quite the opposite — but it does nean that the texttype per 
se existed; and if the relationship of B It L C H 33 etc. 
can be called a texttype at all, then P75 is the earliest 
known nember of this texttype — and it is a full-fledged 



43. 



Scribal Habits," p. 381. 
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member. 



The question which must be asked, then, Is whether 
the Neutral texttype Is recenslonal at all. If so, there 



**The emphasis here Is directed toward what appears 
to be a curious conclusion on the part of Aland In his 
article, "The Significance of the Papyri," pp. 336-337. He 
acknowledges that "P75 shows such a close affinity with 
Codex Vatlcanus that the supposition of a recension of the 
text at Alexandria, in the fourth century, can no longer be 
held." But then he goes on to suggest that the fourth cen- 
tury Alexandrians did "apparently . . . take those manu- 
scripts which they regarded as reliable — for Luke and John 
a manuscript such as P75--and to correct. text errors and 
corruptions or what they thought to be Such." But this 
seems to fall to acknowledge how close the relationship be- 
tween P75 and B actually is; for it is at least as close as 
that which exists between the second level of relationships 
in Family 1. It seems curious to this writer that one may 
speak easily of a B K text, as if this represented a textual 
Bonolith, yet feel that some sort of "revision" transpired 
between the text of P75 and B, whose relationship is so 
close that K is a distant cousin in comparison. 

This whole question seems to be obscured further by 
Aland when he next suggests that: "Of course, one can 
speak of an Egyptian or an Alexandrian text-form, as well 
as of an Antiochian or Byzantine text-form. . . . These 
are, it seems to me, the only text -types which may be re- 
garded as certain, and that only since the fourth century. 
• • • It is impossible to fit the papyri, from the time 
prior to the fourth century, into these two text-types , to 
say nothing of trying to fit them into other types, as fre- 
quently happens. The simple fact that all these papyri, 
with their various distinctive characteristics, did exist 
side by side, In the same ecclesiastical province, that is, 
In Egypt, where they were found, is the best argument 
against the existence of any text-types. ..." Italics 
mine. 

This seems not to take the witness of P75 seriously. 
I am Inclined to agree with Colwell, when he suggests that 
"in dating texttypes, what is needed is a datable witness 
to the type, not only of some of its readings" ("The 
Origin of Texttypes, ' p. 138). P75 is such a datable wit- 
ness, and not merely to some readings, but practically to 
the whole structure. If the term texttype is to mean any- 
thing at all, then P75 ie a* member of a texttype — and is so 
In the second century. 
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seen to be only two alternatives. Either it was a recen- 
sion created in the second century, or else it was the 
culmination of a process , but a process which had very 
little time to develop. In either case the text, as Zuntz 
has argued, almost certainly had to be "made" in a "philo- 
logically conscious" center such as Alexandria. 

The final question to be asked in this study is 
whether historical probability favors either of these two 
alternatives, or whether it favors a third alternative — 
that the Neutral texttype is a carefully preserved tradi - 
tion and not a recension at all. 

Origen and the Neutral Texttype as Recension . As 
noted above, Zuntz argued that "the very existence, amid 
the welter of 'wild texts 1 , of manuscripts of a pure type 
bespeaks the conscious appreciation of the original wording 
as a value per se ." Such an attitude, he reflected, was 
not necessarily required of a believer as such, but it did 
require "at least a touch of the philological mind. "^5 The 
existence of such a philological mind in the church of 
Alexandria has been posited chiefly on the well-known 
mastery of the philological tradition on the part of Origen. 

Two things, however, should be noted in this regard. 
In the first place, P75 and Origen have, in the Gospel of 

i 
^^zuntz, The Text of the Epistles, p. 275. 
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John, closely related texts. ^ This means that, since P75 

antedates Orlgen, he Is merely witnessing to this text; he 

Is not responsible for it. The philological tradition, 

therefore, capable of creating such a text — if indeed there 

was such a "creation" — had to have been a part of the 

church of Alexandria 'be fore Origen. ^7 

Secondly, Metzger has recently analyzed the 

"Explicit References in the Works of Origen to Variant 

Readings in New Testament Manuscripts."^ j^s conclusions 

are important to the argument of this study: 

He was an acute observer of textual phenomena but 
was quite uncritical in his evaluation of their sig- 
nificance. In the majority of cases he was content 
merely to make the observation that certain other 
copies present a different reading, without indicating 
his preference for one or the other variant. This 
tantalizing nonchalance is so unlike his careful pro- 
cedure in dealing with the Greek text of the Old Testa- 
ment that some special explanation must be sought. . . . 



we. 

This is based on a personal collation of P75 and 

the text of John in Origen' s Commentary of John (A. E. 

Brooke, ed., The Commentary of Origen on S. John's Gospel , 

2 vols. [Cambridge, 1596 J). See also R. V. G. Tasker, "The 

Text of the Fourth Gospel Used by Origen in His Commentary 

on John," JTS , XXXVII (1936), 146-155; and K. W. Kim, 

"Origen ! s Text of John in his On Prayer , Commentary on 

Matthew , and Against Celsus ," JTS , n.s. I ( 1950 J, 7^-54. 

^'Zuntz in fact has so concluded: "The conclusion 
is almost inescapable that already in the latter half of 
the second century the Alexandrian bishopric possessed a 
scriptorium, which by its output set the standard for the 
Alexandrian type of Biblical manuscripts" ( The Text of the 
Epistles, p. 273). 

^In Biblical and Patristic Studies , ed. J. N. 
Birdsall and R. W. Thomson (Freiburg, 1963)* PP. 78-95. 
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\ On the whole his treatment of variant readings is most 
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of modern textual 
criticism. He combines a remarkable indifference to 
what are now regarded as important aspects of textual 
criticism with a quite uncritical method of dealing 
with them. (Pp. 93-9 1 *) 

Ve may conclude two things therefore about Origen: 
(l) In the Gospel of John he 1b a witness to the Neutral 
texttype; but as such he represents the "preservation" of 
such a type of text, not its "recension." (2) In contrast 
to his work on the Old Testament, Origen never shows a con- 
cern for a "critical text" of the New Testament writings. 

If such an acknowledged "textual expert" as Origen 
showed no particular interest in "scholarly recensional 
activity" in the early third century, one may well ask 
whether historical probability favors the existence either 
of the person or the incentive to create a text on the 
principles of scholarly recension in the second century. 
The evidence seems rather to point to "careful preserva- 
tion," probably with occasional stylistic changes, as the 
true product of the Alexandrian philological expertise . 

P66 and the Neutral Texttype as Recension . The 
tentative conclusion as to the non-recensional character of 
the Neutral texttype based on the evidence of P75 and 
Origen is further substantiated by the evidence from our 
analysis of P66. The primary importance of the MS at this 
point is in the corrections to its text; for herein is our 
earliest piece of actual historical evidence in which 
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recenslonal activity Is clearly present. 

Our analysis of the corrections of P66 led to this 
unmistakable conclusion: When one does find recenslonal 
activity In Egypt at the end of the second century, such 
activity Is not guided by apparent controls, It Is not the 
work of "scholarly" recension. Furthermore, the nature of 
the corrections does not point to concern over the preser- 
vation of the original text. Here, quite in contrast to 
P75, hut in keeping with the general attitude of Orlgen, 
one has no apparent concern for the original wording per se, 
but for the best "sense" of the text. 

This evidence from P66 of course does not mean that 
recenslonal activity of another kind did not exist. But it 
does give direct evidence of one kind that did in fact 
exist — and at a very early date and probably in Alexan- 
dria ,* 9 

The contribution of "Alexandrian philological know- 
how," therefore, appears to have found its best expression 
in the careful preservation of a given text (P75 and B). 
Such preservation is probably guided by the "conscious 



*9This is conjecture, of course. It is based on the 
fact that the calligraphy of the K3 is of such high quality 
and that the corrections were made from a second MS, which 
may indicate the work of a scriptorlua. Cf. Colwell, 
"Scribal Habits," p. 382: "P66 gives the impression of 
being the product of a scriptoriua, i.e. a publishing 
house. It shows the supervision of a foreman, or of a 
scribe turned proofreader." 
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appreciation of the original wording as a value per ge . B 
But when one finds actual recensional activity, even in 
Egypt at an early date, it does not differ narkedly from 
the kind of recensional activity one finds at a later date 
in the process of textual transmission called the Byzantine 
texttype. * 

The Neutral Texttype and the "Original Text" . The 
combined evidence of the "carefully preserved text" of P75, 
the "non-scholarly recension" of P66, and the lack of 
"editorial 1 ' concern on the part of Orlgen seeas to point 
to one conclusion: The Neutral texttype does not represent 
* recension but rather one fora of preservation of the 
original text of the NT. 

This does not Bean, however, that it is a necessarily 
"pure" form of preservation. The quality of preservation 
which is found in this texttype nay only be demonstrated by 
a careful, direct comparison, based on the principles of 
reasoned eclecticism, of the IBS of this tradition with 
other KSS and textual groups at all points of variation 
over a large section of text. A study of this kind, simi- 
lar to that of Zunts for ?kS and of Sakae Kubo for P72 and 
B,^° appears to be the next major task called for in regard 
to P75 and B. Although such a study is beyond the compass 



^ g72 and the Codex Vaticanus (Salt Lake City, 
1965). ( Studies and Documents, ftp. 27) 
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of this present work, some "consensus* suggestions as to the 
generally excellent quality, and therefore "relatively pure" 
form of preservation, of the primary witnesses of the 
Heutral texttype are in order. 

1. The analysis of the text of P66 in Chapter IV, 
Halted though it was^, in the number* of variants analyzed, 
Indicated that in the great majority of Instances the text 
of P75 B reflected a superior text; and this superior text 
was usually considered most likely to represent the Johan- 
nine original. 

2. She work of Kubo on P72 and B In I Peter, 

II Peter, and Jude also indicated that the Keutral texttype 
preserves a generally superior text. Be concluded, simi- 
larly to our tentative suggestions as to the relationship 
of P75 and B, that where they differ (apart from singular 
readings) "P72 as a whole has a text superior to that of B* 
(p. 152). But, he continued, "in saying this, we must be 
aware that the comparative quality of the text of B as a 
whole is not affected" ( ibid .). His final conclusion was 
that "where P72 and B agree in their basic text, their 
common text Is almost always superior to any other opposing 
combinations" (p. 15^). 

3- a collation of the major early Greek KSS with 
some of the critical texts of the past century Indicates 
that the consensus of textual criticism far nore often 
favors the text found in P75 and B than that found In any 
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i 
other s Ingle MS or textual tradition. j 

Such a collation of the texts of Westcott-Hort, 
Bover, von Soden, Nestle-Aland and the NEB at the 70 
-variation-units in Luke 10 yielded the following signifi- 
cant items: 

(a) The highest percentage of agreement with any 
ancient MS was between Westcott-Hort and B (90#). 

(b) The lowest percentage of agreement of any of 
the critical texts with B was 74# (von Soden). 

(c) The highest percentage of agreement between any 
of the critical texts and a MS outside the Neutral tradi- 
tion was between Bover and D (55#) • i 

Similar analyses such as this by K. V. Clark^ 1 and 
K. Aland^ 2 indicated similar results. Prom their results 
both Clark and Aland concluded that we are still under the 
dominance of the Neutral text. Perhaps so, but it may also 
mean nothing more than that even in a text chosen verse by 
verse, under eclectic principles, such a text will look 
more like that of P75 B than of other MSS simply because 
this MS tradition has more faithfully preserved a good text 
than the others. 53 



51 "The Effect of Recent Textual Criticism, n pp. 30- 
37. 

^"The Present Position," pp. 718-722. 

53consensus, of course, is not a foolproof guide to 
general excellence, but it does indicate the high esteem 
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If these various Judgments are correct as to the 
comparatively excellent quality of text found In the Neutral 
HSS, then we may make the following general conclusion 
about this texttype: The MSS of the Neutral tradition, 
rather than reflecting careful editing, reflect a "rela- 
tively pure M form of preservation of a "relatively pure" 
line of descent from the "original" text of the NT. 

Although this conclusion sounds suspiciously Hortlan, 
It is so only incidentally. The chief concern here is not 
with the validity of the Hortian textual theory, but rather 
with the validity of the current method of "reasoned eclec- 
ticism" which tries to use a balanced judgment based on 
both external and internal criteria but relying exclusively 
on neither. To the question of the validity of this method 
we now turn by way of conclusion. 

Ill, CONCLUSIONS: "REASONED" ECLECTICISM 
AS A VALID TEXT CRITICAL METHOD 

In the Introduction to this study, it was noted that 
the chief cause of unrest in current textual criticism was 
the sense of need for a new, valid method. A "new" method 
was called for because (l) the "old" method had basic 



with which this textual tradition has been regarded. Even 
Kilpatrick, who is more willing than others to lay aside MS 
evidence in favor of internal evidence, has acknowledged: 
"... the Alexandrian text and especially B are our best 
authorities" ("Western Text and Original Text in the 
Oospels and Acts," p. 36). 
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limitations which inherently condemned it as a total method 
and (2) the "current" method, in spite of new discoveries 
and its rejection of the "old" method, resulted in a text 
which for all practical purposes was indistinguishable from 
that of the "old" method. The dilemma of the current 
situation was that both texts — that of the "old" and the 
"current" — had dominantly "Neutral" features. For Westcott- 
Eort this was no problem; the Neutral text was considered 
"neutral." For current criticism this was an anomaly; for 
the Neutral text at best was considered to be a well-edited 
text of the third century. j 

The thesis of this study is that the "current" 
method, namely "reasoned" eclectism, is in fact a valid 
method, and this for the following reasons: 

1. The analysis of P66 and P75* and the conclusions 
in this chapter, indicate that if eclecticism is a valid 
method it must be of the "less thoroughgoing" or "reasoned" 
type, rather than of the "rigorous" type found in the work 
of Kilpatrick. 

2. The "Hortian face" of our resultant text — a 
major cause of unrest — is quite incidental to whether or 
not the method is valid. A text which more often has 
Neutral readings than readings from other MSS and texttypes 
does not necessarily mean that our method is under the 
dominance of this texttype. It may mean that Hort, in 
spite of the limitations of genealogy, was essentially on 
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the right track. Rather than expressing alarm, as does 
Aland, that in spite of so many advances in the past 75 
years our resultant text is "Hortian," perhaps we should 
express wonder that Hort, without our discoveries and 
advances, reveals such balanced judgment. 

3. The analysis of P66 and P75 in this study has 
indicated that another major cause of unrest over the cur- 
rent method — although it is again unrest over the results 
rather than the method itself — has been removed, namely the 
recensional nature of the Neutral texttype. The combined 
witness of these two MSS suggests that the Neutral texttype 
as a recension, if not impossible, is at least improbable. 

4. The conclusion of this study as to the "rela- 
tively pure line of descent" of the Neutral MSS is not a 
return to genealogy. It is rather an attempt to evaluate 
the place of this textual tradition as "external evidence" 
in the eclectic method. The fact that all analyses of this 
textual tradition have revealed a number of secondary read- 
ings means that one cannot simply follow the Neutral text 
wherever it leads. There must be fully as much emphasis 
placed on "relatively" as on "pure;" but, by the same 
measure, one should be wary of rejecting readings of this 
texttype because they are allegedly "recensional." 

5. The place of the Neutral textual tradition, as it 
has been evaluated in this study, in the eclectic method as 
a whole may be illustrated from the following general 
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guidelines i (it should be noted that these are "illustra- 
tions" of the cue t hod, not necessarily rules always to be 
followed.) 

A. The full combination of the best of external 
evidence, i.e. the Neutral MSS plus other early and widely 
distributed witnesses/ and the best 6f internal evidence, 
i.e. the reading which best explains the others, is to be 
preferred. This Judgment, made by Hort, continues to find 
general acceptance. 

B. The combination of Neutral witnesses, with or 
without other support, and the canon ardua lectio potior 
is usually to be preferred. An example of this is the 
argument given above (p. 2*3) for the word order aurou ot 
uadnrat in John 12:16. 

C. The reading of a good Neutral KS, which has 
secondary Neutral support and other non-aligned support, 
when that reading best explains the others, is to be 
preferred. 

An example of this is the omission in John 9:38-39 
of O 6c c<pi)* ntoreuv, vuptc* mxt npoaexurttaev aims. 
xat etnev o Ir\oovs by P75 R* V b 1 bo**. Besides the com- 
bination of this external evidence, the following arguments 
support the omission as original: (l) Piety would add such 
words; there is no explanation for their omission, not even 
by scribal error. (2) The expression o 6c ctpn Is non- 
Johannine. Both the use of o 6c for the continuation of 
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narrative and the verb cff) are rare in John; their combina- 
tion is therefore doubly peculiar. (3) These words Tit 
neither the immediate context of John nor the greater 
context, where this type of worship cocoes at the cliaax of 
the Gospel in the words of Thomas. 

D. When all other considerations are equal, the 
reading of the Neutral texttype, especially when It has 
other non-aligned support, is to be preferred, principally 
on the basis of the "relative purity" of this textual 
tradition. This is especially true at ■insignificant* 
points of variation; but it Bay also be true at such varia- 
tions as the "seventy or seventy-two" In lake 10:1 and 17- 

E. When there is good non-Neutral KS support for 
the ardua lectio and it best explains the reading found in 
the Neutral KSS, heavy emphasis should be put on the 
relative "purity" of the Neutral tradition. In other words, 
the Neutral tradition is probably secondary. 

an example here is the oux ava&atr» of R D pc it bo 
sy° in John 7:8, which is to be preferred to the ovn* 
avoPatVB of the majority. 

P. a reading which best fits an author's style, or 
the context, and which best explains the other readings* 
will often be preferred against strong external attestation, 
when such occurs, however, the internal arguments must be 
particularly strong. Some of the Lucan "Western non-inter- 
polations" still seem to be preferred on this canon. 
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Another example at this point is the reading o 
cxXcxto* of PS* 1 * K« 77 218 b e ff2 sy«-* (a aa) against 
the o utoc. of the rest in John 1:34. This reading seems to 
be preferred for the following reasons: 

(1) The change, whichever direction it took, is 
almost certainly of doctrinal motivation. It seems more 
likely that "orthodoxy" altered what may have been a basis 
for heretical argument, than that "heretics" should alter 
the text only at this one point in the Gospel — unless, of 
course, "heresy" considered this confession to be important 
only at Jesus' baptism. 

(2) The author himself uses a full complement of 
Christological titles in his homologia . In the mouths of 
different witnesses are the titles o cy oc (l:29)# o 
XPiOTOc, (l:4l), o BaatXcu; tou IapatjX (1:49), o awrtip tou 
xoopou (4:42), o npovTjTti? o epxopcro? ct? toy xoapor 
(6:14), o ay«©5 tou $eou (6:69)* o xpistoc, o u«o? tou ©eou 
(11:27), Two things should be noted about these confes- 
sions. First, they are always appropriate to the situation 
and to the people making the confession. Secondly, it will 
be noted that no one of these is ever repeated as confes- 
sions in the Gospel except at 11:27 (which is also the 
basic hoaologlon of the Gospel [20:313)- It is therefore 
quite likely that the author himself used o cxXexTOq at 
this appropriate place in the Gospel. Whereas the other 
confessions, although soon to pass out of the church's 
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confessional life, were not Christologically difficult, 
o citlcxroc had clear Ebionite implications and therefore 
was probably changed in the interest of John's basic 
confession."^ 

Finally, two words e ot caution should be raised to 
the eclectic critic who has "Hortian" tendencies, i.e., the 
tendency to adopt a Neutral reading on the basis of a 
greater emphasis on MS evidence than on internal questions. 

1. One must be aware of the problem of circularity 
In his argument. This is the problem of arguing for the 
Keutral KSS as "best" on the basis of internal arguments at 
given readings, and then arguing for the same readings as 
"preferred" because they have the "best" support. 

2. One must be aware of the danger of prejudging a 
reading on the basis of preference for certain KSS. The 
fact that all KSS have some errors in their text means that 
one must hear all the evidence before a choice is made. 

This brief presentation of some guidelines for 
"reasoned" eclecticism does not offer a new method; nor has 
that been the intention of this study. The purpose here 



^Vernon H. Neufeld ( The Earliest Christian Confes- 
sions Grand Rapids, 1963 ) dismisses this probably Johan- 
nlne confession in a footnote with the words: "The meaning, 
however, is practically the same" (p. 73* n. 2). To the 
author of the Gospel this may have been true, but it over- 
looks the clearly doctrinal implications of the variant. 
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has been to demonstrate that the recent papyrus discoveries, 
P66 and P75# tend to support "reasoned" eclecticism as a 
valid method . Colwell's observation of the current situa- 
tion seems to be true: "The best New Testament must be 
chosen verse by verse. "55 Rather than search for a new 
method, the present methodological task would seem to be 
the implementation and refinement of the current, valid 
method. 



5 5yhat i s the Best New Testament ? (Chicago, 1952), 
P. 72. 



APPENDIX I 

VARIATION-UNITS AND SINGULAR READINGS IN JOHN 4 

I. Variation-units in John 4. The following list includes 

only those units of variation where at least two of the 

early MSS agree against the rest. Therefore, only the 

MSS involved in the discussion in Chapter II are cited, 

along with the TR. The top reading in each instance is 

that of Nestle-Aland (25th edition). 

4:1 o xuptos P66 c P75 B A C W TR 
o Ii}aou<; P66* KD 

4:1 tj Ibxxvvtk P66 P75 * C D TR 
Iwawtj? B* A V 

4:2 Inoou<; auroq ?66 P75 B K C W TR 
auro? Itjoou^ a D 

4:3 naXtv P66 P75 K C D W TR 
omit B A 

4:5 o P75 B K A TR 
ou P66 C D W 

4:5 t» InKJTiip P66 P75 B K 
I«Dan«P A C D W TR 

4:9 ou yap ffUYXPtovrai IouBatot Eapapiraii; 

P66 P75 B A C V TR 
omit R* D 

4:11 omit P75 B 

n yuvt] P66 A C D W TR 
exctvtj K* 

4:11 noeev ouv P66 P75 B A C TR 
xat ttoSgv W 
noeev K D 

273 
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4:12 eomxcv BKADV1R 
©c&axcv P66 P75 C 

4:14 o? 6 av ntti P66 P75 B A C (V) TR 
o 6c ntvvv k* D 

4:14 attract P75 B K a D (C lac) 

6ttnon P66 V TR 

4:14 bvaw P66 P75 B A TR ' 

CY« 0»a« K D ¥ 

4:15 otfw P66 c P75 B k A C ¥ TR 
6ttn^« P66* D 

4:15 6tepx«Djxat P66 K» 
otcpxojiat P75 B 

cpxaijiat A C D V TR 

4:16 omit P66 P75 B C* 
Inoou? K* A 
o Inoou? R c D ¥ TR 

4:17 ctnev A D ¥ TR (»* lac) 
ctnev avrw P66 (P75) B C 

4:17 oux «x» avtpa P66 P75 3 A ¥ TR 
av&pa oux cx«o K C* D 

4:17 cx« P66 P75 B A C ¥ TR 
ex«»? K D 

4:21 ntoreuc pot Yuvat p66 P75 B K C* ¥ 
yuvat ntorcuaoY yoi A (D) TR 

4:23 npoffxuvouvraq aurov P66 c P75 B A C D ¥ TR 
npooxuvouvraq aura P66* h* 

4:24 Trpooxuvouvraq K* D» 

npooxuvouvra? aurov P66 ?75 B A C ¥ TR 

4:24 oet npooxuveiv P66 P75 B A C ¥ TR 
npooxuvetv bti k* D 

4:25 avaYYcXct P66 P75 B A C TR 
araYY*>-^et K* D ¥ 

4:25 anavra P66 P75 B K C* ¥ 
navra A D TR 
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4:27 em rovrm P66 P75 B A C ¥ TR 

tY TOVTW K* D 

4:27 «tTiev P66 P75 B A C ¥ TR 

ctncv aura K D 

4:29 « BRC» 

oaa P66 P75 A D ¥ TR 

4:30 e^nXeor P75 B A 

e^TiXeov ouv P66 K ¥ TR 
xat cgnXeov C D 

4:31 ev r» P66 BRC*D 

cv oc rm P75 A TR 

xat cv ti V 

4:34 tto»» K A TR 

notTt<« P66 P75 BCDV 

4:35 «** P66 B K A C ¥ TR 
omit P75 D 

4:36 o anetpanr P66 P75 B C ¥ 
vat o onctpvv g A D TR 

4:37 aXneivo? B C* ¥ (P75 lac) 
O aXtj8tvo«; P66 K A D TR 

4:38 aneoreiXa P66 P75 B A C ¥ TR 
ancaraXxa K D 

4:38 o oux P66 P75 B K A C TR 
ou% D» ¥ 

4:39 « P75 B K C* 

ooa P66 A D ¥ TR 

4:42 re P75 B A C ¥ *c TR 
6e P66 D 
xat K* 

4:42 ort P66 P75 « A C D TR 
omit B ¥ 

4:42 TTpr otjv XaXiav P66 A C ¥ TR 
thy XaXiav oou P75 B 
Tqv oi)Y papruptav B* D 
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4:42 aurot P66 P75 B A C V TO 
aurou D 
nap aurou K 

4:42 omit P66 P75 B K C» W 
o xptoroq A D TO 

4:45 ore P66 P75 B A C V TO 

4:45 ooa P66 P75 B A C V 
a K* D TO 

4:46 xat *r P66P75BACWTO 
*v 6c K D 

4:47 Inaou<; P66 c P75 B A C D V TO 
o Iijaom; P66* K 

4:47 atrijxeev p€6 P75 B A D W TO 
ilXfieY K* C 

4:50 eiuorcuaev p66 P75 B K D W 

xat crriffTcuaer A C TO 

4:50 or cittcy aurv o Itjaoo? (P75) BAG 

■ cttrer axrcm o Itjaou? P66 D V TO 

tou Iqaou K* 

tou It\oou ov emev aims 8° 

4:51 ot oouXot urnivnioaY K (P66 P75 B A C TO) 
vrniYTtjoar ot oouXot D (W) 

4:51 ot ftouXot K D 

oi oouXot aurou P66 P75 B A C W TO 

4:51 omit P75 B 

xat antirretXaY P66 A C V TO 
wet nrrctXar K D 

4:51 XcTorT«<; P66 P75 B A C V TO 
oalt K D 

4:51 © nai? aurou P66* P75 B R A C W 
o uto<; aou P66 c D 
o rcai^ aou TO 

4:52 nap auranr P66 g A C D W TO 
«*«trtiv F75 b 
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4:52 ctnav oov P66° P75 B C W 
xat ctnav K A D TR 
ctnav ?66* 

4:53 Tramp P75 B K A D W TR 

narqp avrrou P66 C 

4:53 cxetvti P75 B K* C 

ev exctvij p66 A D V TR 

4:53 o wtoq ?66 P75 B » A b 
ort o v\o% D W TR 

4:54 rouro oc P66 P75 B C* W 
rouro K A D TR 

4:54 ocvrepov otjuetov enottiaev P66 B A C D TR 
fteurepov cnotriacv onuetov K W 
cnotqacv Seurepov OTjpctov P75 

IX. Singular (and sub-singular) readings In John 4. The 
first items listed for each MS are singular readings; 
the second items are variants where the given MS has 
versional support. 

A. Papyrus Bodmer II (P66) 

4:6 cxa6t£cT0 1. cxa6c£cro 

4:6 Tij YH 1« ftj nriytj (cum 124l) 

4:9 atret? netv 1. netv atret? 

4:12 oa. ot ante mot 

4:14 nijYn ev auroo 1. ev aurco tttiyh 

B. Papyrus Bodmer XV (P75) 
4:17 Xevet !• etnev 
4:18 etnat 1. ctpqxa; 
4:37 omit verse 

4:41 nXctov 1. nXctou? 
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4:47 ©■• "po? aurov 

4:54 cnott^oev ocurcpov cnueiov l. ftcurepov 
oiiuctov enotncrev 

C. Codex Vaticanus (B) 

4:40 ouvtjXflov ouy 1. »? ouv tjXGov 
4:52 ouTtjv l. (f aurov (cum A.) 

D. Codex Slnalticue («) 

4:11 cxctvij 1. ii yuvtj (or omit) 

4:12 oo-rts 1. oq 

4:12 ouro? xat 1. xat auTO? 

4:14 om. aims 2° 

4:15 ■&« 1* cv6a6c 

4:17 om. xat etncv 

4:19 om. xupte (cum 245) 

4:20 om. o totto? (cum 348) 

4:24 aXnO«ta? 1. *at aXnOeta 

4:42 xat 1. tc 

4:46 tj^ eav 1. nXSev 

4:47 add ouv post antiXOcv 

4:53 om. o Itjoou? 



4:7 add ti? ante ruvtj (1187 b j r 1 sy s » c ) 

4:18 aXTiOto? 1. aXtjec? (c f q r 1 vg) 

4:27 ennXOav 1. ijXGav (e J q r 1 ) 

4:33 Xeyouoiv 1. cXevov (b r 1 ) 

4:39 om. et? aurov (482 a e) 
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4:40 f\ucpa<; 6uo 1* fiuo Tjucpa*; (sa bo arm) 
4:42 aXn*«? outo? eartv 1. outo? eartv aXti6»»q 

(sa bo sy ) 
4:45 ot cwpaxoTc? navra 1. navra eoDpaxorcq 

(a b • f sa bo) 
4:45 eXnXueetaav 1. nX6ov (it vg) 
4:47 om. outo? (sy°) 

4:49 toy vaxba 1. to nat6tov (b d e ff 2 1 q r 1 ) 
4:50 tou Inaou 1. ov(to) ctnov aura o Inaou? 

(sa bo syc) 
£• Codex Bezae (d) 

4:11 u6ajp £mv 1. to uooop to £av (cum 49 91) 

4:12 om. aurou post dpcuuara 

4:14 om. un 

4:33 ev eauTot? 1. ttpo? aXXriXou? 

4:36 x«pn l. xatpn 

4:38 exoTTtaoaTe 1. xexontaxarc bis 

4:45 c^eOc^avTO 1. eoe^avTo 

4:46, 48 paatXtoxoq 1. paatXtxo? (cum 182) 

4:51 wntiVTTioav ox oouXot avra> 1. ot OouXot utttiv- 

Ttioav aura 



4:9 ou Iouoato; cdv ntu^ 1. ttoo? ou IouOato? <ev 

(it ey 3 * sa) 
4:9 om. ouotj? (J arm) 
4:11 ou6e 1. outc (sy s,c bo) 
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4:19 on. ou (a b e fr 2 J 1 r 1 ) 

4:21 toutw tub opet 1. Tw opet toutcd (a b e r 1 ay 8 ) 

4:28 i\ Yuvn ri\v uftptav eaurnq 1. tt[Y uOptav 
aurn? n Yuvq (b ff2 1 q r^ sa arm) 

4:29 exetvoq 1. ovro<; (q) 

4:33 oe 1. ouv ,(a b q rl) 

4:36 xat o 8ept£<uv oyou x<*PH 1- opou X<*tPH xat 
o 8ept£wv (sy 8 * - 1 * arm aeth) 

4:37 eoTiv o Xoyoq o aX^Givo? 1. o Xoyo? eoTtv 
aXn©tvo<; (301 432 aur a b c f ff 2 1 q) 

4:45 om. ev (e) 

4:51 add auroo post nrretXav (b) 
P. Codex Alexandrinus (A) 

4:26 om. o ante Itiaom; 
Q. Codex Ephraeml rescrlptus (C) 

4:2 om. re 

4:40 npoq 1. nap 

4:47 xarapaq 1. xaraBtj xat 
H. Codex Washingtonlanus (W) 

4:11 to (ppeap eortv £aflu xat outc avrXqua cxei? 

1. oure aYT\i\]xa exetq xat to q>peap eoTtv 0a6u 

4:11 xat TToGev 1. noGev ouv 

4:11 cffrtv 1. exct? 2° 

4:12 add to Jcoy post <ppeap 

4:14 add 6e post oq 6 ov 

4:27 add y« post perrot 
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4:31 xa% cv 1. cv or cv 6c 

4:45 om. ourot 
4:47 i\xtv 1. tptct 
4:46 om. o ante Itioous 

4:51 \rni\VTTioav avrm ot 5ouXot airrou 1. ot 6ouXot 
vntiVTtiaay out* 



4:6 add 6c post mpa (b) 

4:7 add uat ante cpx«rat (a b e ff 8 lqr 1 sy 8 *®) 

4:23 add cv nveupart post aurov (a b) 

4:29 om. poi (ff 2 ) 

4:52 om. avrw (a b sa) 



APPENDIX II 



CORRECTIONS OP ?66 WHERE THE ORIGIXAL TEXT (P66*) 
HAS SINGULAR OR SUB-SINGULAR READINGS 



In the following list of readings only those correc- 
tions are included in which the readings of both P66* and 
P66 e are grammatically and contextually possible. In each 
case the reading on the left is that of P66*; the reading 
on the right is that of P66 c . Any other witnesses which 
agree with P66» follow the first reading in parentheses. 

1:49 pappt, alq9a<z on cf (1241) ] - ol^toc 

2:2 cxXnett 6c (440 579 1071 aur f Jlq) ] + xat 

2:13 xat rryw? 6c ] - 6« 

2:15 *at ra irpo@ara ] « f « Trpo3ara 

2:20 vat ev rptotr fiuepat; 3 xat au cr rptotr ijpe pa i? 

2:25 nept avBpvTrou (bo**) 3 ncpi tou arQpmtoo 

3:2 car uq o 6co? (L 239) 3 tar |it| q o 6co^ 

3:19 *** (472) 3 to qw? 

3:21 o notary 3 o 6c notsnr 

3*31 ex rn? tn? eoTtv 3 + xat «x rnq Yns Inlet 

3^31 ouY tx tou ouparou 3 o ex tou ouparou cpiopero^ 

4:6 «xa6t£ero 3 exa8e£eTO 

4:6 cnt nj t*1 (1241) 3 cut ttj nnt*l 
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4:9 curtis wctr 3 nctY at-rctc 

4:12 wtot 3 ot utot 

4:42 aoroc (053 r 1 By«) ] otrro? 

5:2 n e^rtr XeropeYa 3 i| crrtXeYopeva 

5:2 Bi\6oat6aY 3 Bf\6<jcu6a 

5:5 « Tt l Xn 3 M eTn, f 

5:6 cxet xporor 3 notf *x«* Xpovov 

5:22 ou (1241) 3 ou&e 

5:36 raxrra 3 aura 

5:43 «T" o* 3 - ©« 

6:1 roXtXato? 3 + *rn? TtBeptaGo^ 

6:9 rt «ortY Tox>ra (473 «) 3 raura ft eariY 

6:42 Oft 3 oux 

6:52 ouro? 6ouvat 3 + ijpt* 

6:60 pa&tirtrr 3 + auroo 

6:64 TTtOTeuaouot 3 rrtarcuouat 

7:18 neptoYros P« 3 ncptaYTO? aorov 

7:28 ep« ot6arc (sa sy* ,c aeth) 3 xapc ot6are 

7:37 Tn? prraXn? coprn? 3 rn pcraXn rn? coprn? 

7:44 cncpoXXcY (131) 3 enePaXev 

8:28 eftet^cY pot 3 c6t&a(cY jie 

8:40 XeXaX^xcY 3 XeXaXtp"i 

8:46 ntoreueT€ 3 + pot 

8:48 cXrrojieY (71 249 251) 3 Xcyopcy 

9:8 yet-roves aurou 3 - aurou 

9:10 OOU 1}YC0X6l|aaY 3 OUY 1JVC0DX8TlOtt v P° u 
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9*30 xat ctncv o avGpomo; ] o av6pamo; xat ctncv auTOt^ 

9:39 xocpor (1071 1241 1293) ] + toutov 
10:4 cx£aXi) navra ] navra cx0aXq 
10:7 ctneY (e) ] + ouy 
10:33 toy Oeov ] - toy 
10:38 ntoreuotire (1200 1354) ] TTiOTCunTC 
11:2 xat aftcXqpoc tjy Aa£apoq oo9cv«dy ] o aftcX^o; Aa£apo<; 

%a0cYct 
11:3 CTteoTttXcY ouy Hapta npo? auroY Xtyovaa ] 

ancarctXaY ouy ai a&eXqpat npo? aurov XeYOuaat 
11:5 aSeXvtjY ] + aufTjq 
11:7 Xrrct aurot? ] Xeyet rot? iiaGtirat? 
11:21 xuptoY 3 ItjoouY 

11:34 epxou t6e ] xuptc epxou xat t&e 

i 

11:54 XeYopevtiY ] + troXtY 

i 
12:1 wcytc tipcpiDY ] e5 npeptDY 

12:2 «TOttioeY (13 122 bo) ] + ouy 

i 
12:2 etq ] + tjY J 

i 

12:3 nrXnpouro ] cttXtjpuOt] 

12:7 Itjoou^ ] o Ii^oou? | 

12: 16 cy aura ] «n aur» 

12:26 eartY ] eorat j 

12:37 Youra ] tooouto 

I 
12:45 6eB>pei xat ] - xat 

13:15 UTToSetYUa (4?2 700) ] + y«P 

13: 16 ottootoXo? ] + pet£oY 
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13:20 XapBavet xat ] - xat 

14:2 ov ctnov ] ctnov av 

14:23 nap aurov 3 npo? aurov 

14:23 ctacXeuoopcOa ] *X?uaopc8a " 

15:3 «v uptv ] - ev 

15:10 rnpnfe 3 rnpn^n^c 

15:10 oyaTTii (e) ] + pou 

15:16 tti\xa 3 ♦ upaq 

15:19 rou rourou xoopou 3 tou xoopou 

15:22 apaprta? 3 + au-rtuv 

15:25 vopto ] + aurav 

16:7 npo? upa; 3 ♦ cav 6c tropeuOes ncpta aurov npo<; upa; 

17:11 ovopart pou 3 ovopart oou 

17:11 pot 3 + tva Bootv ev xa8»? ijpets 

17:12 ovopart pou 3 ovopari oou 

17:12 aurov 3 c$ aurwv 

17:19 ««?»v (544 a b c e) 3 ♦ xat 

18:2 pa8ti"rat? 3 + aurou 

18:5 Iou6a? 3 + o napaotSou; aurov 

18:12 uiTTiperai 3 oi xrnriQerat 

18:15 paOn^Ti? ] + o 6e paOn/rn? exctvo? t\v fvworos rto 

apxtepet 

19:14 »pa 3 + nv cd? 

19:17 TTa3paX[apovT€^ aurov [arnivaYo3v 3 + xai 0aora£tuv 

caurcu rov oraupov eJjnXSev 

19:28 rcreXcoTat 3 + tva rcXctvSq i\ ypatpi\ 



APPENDIX III 

DISAGREEMENTS BETWEEN P75 AND B IN LUKE 

; The following list of disagreements Includes only 
those variants which are grammatically and contextually 
possible. Excluded, therefore, are such "nonsense" 
readings as toxuvl. tx8uv in 11:11, where the following 
clause makes the toxuv contextually impossible, and the 
epxerat 1. epxovrat in 23:29* where the plural subject 
makes epxerat impossible. 

Also excluded are purely orthographical disagree- 
ments — although differences in the spelling of proper names 
are included — and readings where the text of P75 is purely 
conjectural. Comments on some of these excluded conjec- 
tural readings follow the main list. 

In each case the reading on the left is that of P75 
and the reading on the right that of B. (C « Corrector) 
3:20 *Cat xar3e[x]Xetaev ] - xat 
3:22 trveuua ] to nveuua 
4:35 c ? aurou 3 <"t aurou 
4:35 c ? aurou 3 an aurou 
4:41 *3?Y e iY 3 XaXetv 
5:1 *ttt eyevero ] eyevero 6e 
5:2 6uo nXota 3 TiXota 6uo 
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6:3 ° inoou? ] inoou? I 

6:25 ouat ujitv 2° ] - v\x\v 

i 

6:28 uptv ] upa<; i 

• • i 

6:38 av]Ttp[cTpn]6Ti[ocTat ] pcTpnOqacTat Cav-rip. 
6:41 rt ] rt be 

6:49 rr i v otxtav ] - ttivj / j 

i 

7:6 au]Tui Xcyuuv ] Xcy<«v aura i 

! 
7:22 xat xuiXot C -xat ] -xai 

8:5 ° P cv 3 a pev ! 

! 

8:7 aura ] auro 

8:9 H TtapapoXri ] TrapapoXTj j 

8:13 outoi ] aurot C outox j 

8:20 \xr\rr\p ] + aou [ 

8:21 auTov ] aurouq I 

8:22 xat 1° ] + auro? | 

i 

8:22 ave3Ti ] evepTi \ 

■ i 

8:27 avqp rtq ] rtq avTjp 1 

! j 

r f 

8:28 utc ] Iqaou utc 

8:29 uno ] ano 

9:1 aurot<; 6uvautv ] 6uvavitv aurot? 

9:9 ea[rtv ] + outo? i 

i 
9:12 tou<; oxXouq ] toy oxXov i 

9:18 XcYOuatv ot oxXot ] ot oxXot Xcyouoiv 

9:28 Iaxu)Po[v xat Iui]a[vi]V ] Iajavnv xat Iaxmgov 

9:28 xat avcpq 3 - xat j 

9:29 tviarCtapoq X]cuxoq ] tpartapoq aurou Xeuxoq 
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9*34 etocXeetv ] + aurou? 

9:39 ports ] poXt? 

9:42 etrertptjoev ] + 6e 

9:48 r[o TTat6to]v touto ] touto to nat&ior 

9:48 o? 6 av ] o? av 

9:50 o Iijaovx; ] Itjoou^ 

9:58 o Itjoou? ] Itjoou? 

9:59 xupte ] - C + 

9:59 emeX6ovTi nparrov ] nptDTOV aneXSoYTt 

9:62 entpaXXuov ] entPaXttv 

9:62 ev ttj PaaiXeia ] - ev 

10:18 od? aoTpannv neaovra ex tou oupavou ] en tou 

oupavou uj? aoTpannv neaovra 

10:19 ftuvaptv ] + Tnv 

10:24 Xerw ] + Y<*P 

10:27 6eov oou ] - aou C + 

10:31 ev nj ] - ev 

10:37 o Inaou? ] Inoou? C + o 

10:39 *at 2° ] n xat C - n 

10:39 no6a<; ] + tou 

10:39 Itjoou^ ] xuptoq C Inoou^ 

10:40 xareXtnev 3 xareXetnev 

10:42 evos 6e eaTtv xpeta ] oXtyaJV Be XP^ta eartv q evo? 

10:42 on aunn ] - ott 

11:2 TTpooeuxeoSe ] npooeuxnaQe 

11:7 Oupa pou - pou ] - pou 



289 



11:11 narepa ] toy narcpa 

11:13 e? ] o e? 

11:15, 18, 19 BeeXJepouX ] BeeJePouX 

11:18 expaXet C exgaXXetv ] cx0aXXeiY 

11:19 «x rtvt ] ev rtvt 

11:22 toxurepcx; 3 + avrou 

11:22 eXecav ] eneXeanr 

11:23 oxopntoct ] axopnijet 

11:24 orav 6c ] - 6c 

11:25 euptoxci ] + oxoXaJovra 

11:27 outov } + rairra 

11:30 Icovaq 3 o Itcvai; 

11:31 PaatXtaoa C + vorou 3 + votou 

11:31 ouTTiv 3 aurou^ 

11:33 rt©r\atv 3 ♦ ou6c uno toy poBtov 

11:36 ttj 3 ev tij 

11:39 to tc 3 to 6c 

11:39 uyiv 3 up»Y 

11:41 aTTavra 3 iravta 

11:42 ore 3 ort 

11:42 tou 6cou 3 - C + 

11:44 ncptnarouvrcq 3 ot TTeptnarouvTcq 

11:48 paprupctTc 3 iiaprupeq care 

11:50 exxuvopevov 3 cxxexupevoY 

12:8 opoXoyTjaTi 3 opoXornoci 

12:18 otTOV jiou C - you 3 - you 
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12:22 owpari 3 ♦ v\iwv 

12:24 6ta?epcre ] uu.et$ 6ta<pepere 

12:28 ct re 3 ei 6c 

12:29 qxxYtjaQe 3 qpaYnr* 

12:29 ii t i 3 xat Tt 

12:31 PaaiXetav ] + aurou - 

12:39 touto C+ 6e ] + 6e 

12:39 oux av 3 CYPHYopnoeY av xat oux 

12:42 6ta6t6ovat 3 6i6ovat 

12:43 ounc; notouvTa 3 notouvra ounc^ 

12:45 eaurou 3 aurou 

12:45 rt 3 re 

12:48 novrt 3 + 6c 

12:53 thy GuYarcpa 3 - fn,Y 

12:53 vup<pnY C+ aurn? 3 + aurn.? 

12:56 Tt]q Y1S *at tou oupavou 3 tou oupaYou xat Ttiq Y1S 

12:58 an aurou 3 - an 

13:1 anaYYcXXoYreq 3 ♦ aurro 

13:1 euatlTY 3 TIDY dUGtCDY 

13:2 to t aura 3 raura 

13:5 ouotenq 3 axjaurajq 

13:7 exxofoY ouy 3 - ouy 

13:7 ttiy yhv 3 toy Tonov C tijy Y1* 

13:11 ctti 3 - C ♦ 

13:13 en aurn. 3 - en 

13:14 anoxptGetq 3 + 6e 
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13:14 cv atq ] - C + 

13:15 anayayav ] onayajv C onaYoyajv 

13:17 Yivopevoiq 3 ycvopcvot? 

13:^1 evexpufev ] expu^cv 

13:25 teanorn? 3 oixo6eanorn? 

13:27 Xcyoo C Xeyuuv 3 Xcyujv 

13:29 ano 3oppa ] xoi ano poppa 

13:30 oi eaxarot 3 - ot 

13:31 ae GeXet ] GeXet oe 

13:32 rptrn ] + tipepa 

13:33 epxoyevn 3 cxoyevq 

13:3^ opvt^ ] + ttjv eaurn? vooatav utto ra^ nrepuYa? 

13:35 Ue t6nre ] tSqrc tie 

14:8 Ttvo? ] + ct<; y<*pou<; 

14:8 evTtyorcpo^ 3 + aou 

14:10 6o?a oot 3 ooi 6o£a 

14:13 ttoitjcjtk ] noiq? 

14:17 etaiv 3 eanv 

14:21 napaYevopevo? 3 xai napaYevoiJevoq 

14:23 6ouXov aurou C - aurou 3 - aurou 

14:25 6e ] + aura) 

14:26 er» 3 + re 

14:26 you etvat 3 etvat you 

14:27 aurou 3 eauroo 

14:28 GeXei 3 eeXcuv 

14:28 xa8taa<; npuurov 3 npourov xa0iaa^ 
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14:32 epurra ] + etq 

14:34 eav fie ] + xat ! 

14:35 tt]v yiv ] - ttjv j 

I 
15:4 anoXeoa? ] anoXearj C anoXeaa<; ! 

15:6 YctTovaq ] roue; Yetrovaq 

15:10 toov aYYcXuuv ] - rouv * 

15:12 fiietXev ] o 6e fiteiXev 

15:13 awafwv ] ouvaY.aY* v 

15:17 aproi^ ] apruuv 

15:18 oupavov ] toy oupavov 

15:21 oou ] + noincjov \xe uj<; eva tujv pia8iijuv aou : 

t 

15:22 eaurou ] aurou 

15:22 eveYxare ] eSevcYxare < 

15:22 ttjv otoXtiv ] - rnv j 

15:24 ave£Tjoev ] clnacv j 

15:24 Tjp^aro ] tjp^czvto i 

15:30 ore ] + fie o j 

i 
i 

16:1 otxovopov ] oixovopou? C oixovopov 

16:4 auruuv ] eaurouv 

16:12 uperepaov ] Tiperepcuv j 

16:15 av9 pomo iq ] av8pumiu C av0pumoiq ' 

16:15 tou 0eou ] xupiou 

16:17 ptav xepaiav ] xepaiav piav 

16:18 anoXeXupevnv ] o anoXeXupevTjv 

16:19 ovopari vcutj? ] - 

16:22 ev tou anoGaveiv ] - ev tu> , 
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16:22 aneOavev ] + 6c ■".-■; 

16:27 ctncv ouv ] einev 6c 

16:27 ouv oc ] ae ouv ; 

16:30 cycpQri ] TTopeueq 

16:31 cyepen ] avaarq 

17 si cartv C + tou ] ;+ rou 

17:6 ouxaptvuu ] + ra\jrr\ 

17:7 upuuv ] c5 upoov 

17:12 coTqaav ] avearnaav 

17:22 cniQu^nacTc ] cnieupnonrc C eTu9unnaeTC 

17:23 cxet r\ t6ou cu6e ] ouBe xat uj6c C exet n t6ou u;6e 

17:30 ravra ] ra aura 

17:34 uta<; ] - 

18:10 o etc ] ct<; 

22:9 CTOtpaauupev ] + ooi qpayetv to naaxa 

22:19 ci<; rqv ] - et<; C + 

22:24 cyevcro ] + 6c 

22:26 veunrepot; C o veuurepo<; ] o veiuTepo<; 

22:39 *ai ol 3 - tat c + 

22:40 ctacXeetv ] - C + 

22:41 npoaeu^aro ] npoanuxero 

22:47 npoonpxcTO ] npo^pxcTO 

22:50 tov 6ouXov tou apxtcpetu^ ] tou apxtepeou^ tov 6ouXov 

22:51 o Iqaou<; 3 Iqaou<; 

22:55 IleTpo<; ] o DeTpo<; 

22:6l nptv ] npiv r\ 
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23:2 eaurov ] aurov 

23:3 arroxpiGetq ] + auruu 

23:5 ap^atievoq ] xat apla\icvo<; 

23:6 o avepumoc; ] av6pumo<; C + o 

23:8 nXnioev ] nXniJev 

23:11 aurov xat ] - xat 

23:11 euTTat£a<; ] xat etiTTat^aq 

23:11 enepiifcv ] avenetujrev 

23:12 eyevero ] eyevovro 

23:12 exeivtt ] aurq 

23:23 araupuuQnvat ] araupuuoat 

23:25 r^v cpuXaxqv ] - ri\v 

23:26 annyayov ] annyov 

23:29 ort ] + t6ou 

23:29 xotXtax ] at xoiXtai 

23:31 TU) UYPw ] uypoo 

23:35 ounuq earxv o XPtoroq o uxoq C ouroq eorxv o 

Xptaro<; o utoq ] uto$ eartv o xptoroq 

23:39 i-eyuuv ] - 

23:45 €xXitiovto<; c exXetirovro*; ] exXexnovTOq 

23:46 Xetpa ] xetpaq 

23:50 *at avrip ] - xax 

23:50 xai 6xxaxoq ] - xat 

23:53 auro ] aurov 

24:1 pYTipexov ] pvqpa 

24:15 Kax auro< » 3 aurouq C xat clutch; 
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24:17 ctnev ] + 6e 

24:18 ft) rjuepa raurn C tt) [sic] tjpepat? rouTat? 3 rat? 

rjpcpat? rauratq 
24:21 qXntxauev ] TiXm^auev C tjXtuxouey 
24:26 gaatXetav C &o£av ] 6o?av 
24:27 ra nept caurou ev naaat<; ratq ypatpats 3 cv naoat? 

rat ? ypaspat^ ra nept caurou 
24:28 xcdutjv 3 Tiyv xajyTjv 
24:39 no6a<; 3 + uou 
24:39 nveuua ] + xat 
24:39 oapxaq ] aapxa 
24:44 navra 3 anavra 
24:47 ev ttd 3 eni tw 
24:47 ap^auevov 3 ap^auevot 
24:49 xat eyo> 3 xat t&ou eytn 
24:49 anoarcXXoD 3 e^anoareXXoD 
24:52 ueyaXns 3 - C + 
24:53 e cov 3 + auqv 

The following variations from B are found in the 
editio prlnceps , but they have been left out of the fore- 
going list as not demonstrable from the extant text: 

3:36 - tou xatvap 3 + • This is possible, but 

the conjecture probably stems from the fact that D omits 
this name. It is true that "lacuna longius esset," but the 
missing name could as easily be Zqu or Ntre, cr some 
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combination. 

6:22 - uya^ 3 + • This seems a likely conjec- 
ture, but the lacuna is again of such nature to allow other 
possibilities. 

6:23 t]ibi oupCavoo 3 roiq oupavoiq. This read- 
ing is purely conjecture.* I submit that the text should 
read f]9t«;> oup[avoi<; for the following reasons: (l) 
What Kartin and Kasser read as an oc in run looks more like 
this scribe's o than his w. (2) The scribe frequently has 
an uncorrected text consisting of the omission of a single 
letter, but he never spells out the iota subscript. (3) 
The lacuna following oug seems too long to support only 
three letters, but would easily support five without 
crowding. 

6:39 Kartin and Kasser conjecture that P75 omits 
euTieoQuvrai, but this is highly doubtful. What they read 
as our seems almost certainly to be the c[o]y of euTTeaourrzt. 
(Note that the scribe's o is always of such size that it 
would be almost certainly missing here.) Moreover, the 
lacuna supports euTreaouvrai, but is inexplicable without it. 
(Note how much smaller his letters are in this line than in 
those above.) 

6:46 ft] 3 + Be. There seems to be no good 
reason to conjecture an omission in P75 at this point. If 
the left margin is even vaguely straight, the lacuna is 
well able to support four letters. 
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7:15 avcKa]0tocv ] exaeioev. The lacuna here is 
of such nature that P75 could as easily support B as not. 

9:1 TTav]-ra ] ♦ xa. The lacuna does not seem 

long enough to support the necessary letters of the 
ordinary text here, but what might be missing is purely 
conjectural. $ 

9:9 Hpuo&nq ] o Hpuuoqc;. Since this scribe's o 
is so small, a conjectured omission where the lacuna could 
possibly support an o seems doubtful. 

9:27 on aXti]8ax; ] - on. This is perhaps a 
good conjecture based on the length of the lacuna, but one 
wonders what might have been conjectured had D not read 
on here. 

9:28 xat iTapa]Xa3octv 3 - xot. Again the con- 
jecture is based on the length of a lacuna at the end of a 
line. The reading of P75 here could go either way. 

10:1 ayLrouq ava ] - aurouq. The editio 
princeps is clearly wrong here. What is read as ay should 
be the cy of ava. See K. Aland, "Neue Neutestamentliche 
Papyri H," NTS, XI (1964/5), 7. 

22:17 to norripiov euxapta]Trj[aa<; ] - to 
The editors say that "sine to lacunam non explet." But 
that does not seem to be quite true. It is only the 
difference of fifteen and seventeen letters, and I count a 
number of places on this page where fifteen letters would 
fit in this lacuna. 
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